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Abstract
In the last decade, Corporate Responsibility (CR) has grown in both popularity and 
importance as an occupation and field of management, triggering appeals for the
consolidation and standardisation of approaches, through the pursuit of
professionalisation and accreditation for the field. However, CR as a management 
discipline has been labeled both a nascent and ‘dynamic phenomenon’ (e.g. Carroll, 
1999). Thus, the formation of one, unified profession may be impossible. 
Furthermore, CR is boundary-spanning concept which impinges on an array of
decision-making process and systems (DTI/CRG, 2003). Therefore, any change to
the way CR is managed affects the behaviours, decisions and actions of CR 
practitioners across the board, and should be investigated thoroughly before its 
incorporation into ‘business as usual’. Accordingly, this study aims to explore the 
various practitioner and professional perceptions of the professionalisation of CR, in 
order to ascertain the next steps that the Corporate Responsibility Group (CRG)
might take in their investigation of the case for the professionalisation of CR. 
Practitioners were generally supportive of professionalisation, and believed that CRG 
were capable of assuming the role of a professional body. However, they also 
highlighted the possibility of both positive and negative repercussions following the 
professionalisation process. While some of these issues could be overcome with the 
help of outside bodies such as the United Kingdom Accreditation Service (UKAS) 
and comparable professional bodies, such as the Chartered Institute of Personnel 
and Development (CIPD), there are some structural and attitudinal changes which 
need to occur before CR is able to label itself a unified profession (see: Becker, 
1962; Hall, 1969). The report therefore provides some recommendations that for a 
more extensive feasibility study by CRG, which will question whether the structural 
and attitudinal requirements of a profession can or should be reached, and ultimately 
whether CRG should offer its services as a professional body for CR practitioners 
and pursue the formation of professional standards through accreditation.
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1CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
This paper aims to extend existing discussions of corporate responsibility (CR) as an 
emerging concern within business, to consider whether the time has come for the 
occupation of the CR practitioner to be formally accredited and professionalised. It 
investigates the demand for this progression amongst CR practitioners hailing from a 
wide variety of backgrounds; examines how professionalisation and accreditation 
could potentially be achieved, taking into account the likely bridges and barriers the 
occupation is likely to face along the way; and explores perceptions of how these 
changes could affect the role of the practitioner and the field of corporate 
responsibility. In doing so, the paper endeavours to provide some recommendations 
to the Corporate Responsibility Group (CRG) in order to lay the foundations for a 
wider, more extensive feasibility study, which will evaluate whether the organisation 
should build upon the existing skills and development opportunities it offers to CR 
practitioners in its member companies, by seeking accreditation and establishing 
itself as a professional development body for CR. 
Existing studies focus on professionalisation and accreditation in terms of the 
production of knowledge, the development of a code of ethics and certification 
(Becker and Stern, 1973; Harwood and Wesgaard, 1993). The focus is largely on 
professional bodies to provide ‘ownership’ of these issues and achieve a 
professionalised state, whereby both public and professional interests are protected 
(Harvey and Mason, 1995). This conceptualisation views a professional body as “an 
institution that defines and controls” (Bartlett et al., 2008, p.4), but also as an 
institution which can not gain legitimacy without widespread public and professional 
support. Accordingly, in order to assess whether the change in the status of the 
occupation is both desirable and practicable at this point in time, a series of 
interviews were conducted with practitioners and experts in the field. This data was 
reinforced by an analysis of the results of the CRG Annual Members Survey.
The first chapter begins by reviewing the literature on the current status of CR 
in the UK. The report is then framed by a discussion on the background context of 
the study and the implications for research. The concepts of professionalisation and 
accreditation are introduced, and explored more thoroughly in an analysis of the 
reasoning behind their pursuit and implementation, and the possible positive and 
negative consequences associated with these developments. Finally, the role that 
2external institutions play in the professionalisation process is discussed. The second 
chapter of the paper justifies the methodology used for data collection, while taking 
into consideration opposing epistemological standpoints. The third and fourth 
chapters summarise the results of the research and provide a discussion on the main
trends and issues that emerge. In the final chapter, some conclusions are made, and 
there are some recommendations to CRG regarding their next steps.
1.1. The current status of CR as a profession in the UK
When discussing the origins of the concept of corporate responsibility (also referred 
to as corporate social responsibility (CSR); corporate citizenship; or corporate 
accountability), while some academics allude to the publication of Howard R. 
Bowen’s seminal book, ‘Social Responsibilities of the Businessman’ in 1953 (e.g. 
Carroll, 1999); others recount the time in 1917, when Henry Ford stood in a Michigan 
court room and defended his decision to reinvest company profits, thereby reducing 
the cost of Model T vehicles, and argued that “Business is a service, not a bonanza” 
(Ford, 1917, in: Min-Dong, 2007, p.2. Emphasis original), or trace it even further back 
to Ancient Greece, where governing bodies drew up rules of conduct for merchants 
and businessmen (e.g. Davis, 1977). However, not only have notions regarding CR’s 
origins historically been both broad and dialectical in the literature, but the subject’s 
conceptual denotation and implicit connotations have also been the cause of 
considerable debate. In the last fifty years, as research has been conducted and 
theory developed, the concept of CR has been widely contested and subject to a 
variety of definitions (Moon, 2002a; Coelho et al., 2003), and despite the 
advancements made by research, there is continued disagreement over the precise 
nature of this complex field (e.g. Rowley and Berman, 2000). 
Some have argued that CR’s basic premise is that “corporate managers have 
an ethical obligation to consider and address the needs of society, not just to act 
solely in the interests of the shareholders or their own self interest” (Wilson, 2003, 
p.2), thereby extending the concept’s remit beyond mere ‘social obligation’ (Sethi, 
1975). In contrast, to others, the concept simply conveys the idea of legal 
responsibility or liability (see: Votaw, 1973). A few equate CR with corporate 
philanthropy, although this form of ‘altruistic CR’ is relatively rare (Lantos, 2001, 
p.16). Yet more believe that all organisations are both morally and legally 
accountable to a variety of stakeholders, or “any group or individual who can affect or 
is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984, 
p.46). Lastly, many contend that a corporation’s fiduciary duty to earn a maximum 
3return on investment is such that corporate managers are both ethically and legally 
obliged to consider the corporation’s shareholders over and above the rest of society 
and the environment (Friedman, 1970; Carr, 1996). Archie Carroll (1979) 
encapsulated these diverse understandings of CR into a popular four-part definition, 
which postulated that there are “four faces” to CR, or four obligations to fulfil in order 
to achieve ‘good’ corporate citizenship: the economic, the legal, the ethical and the 
philanthropic (Carroll, 1991; 2000, p.187: see Figure 1). Nevertheless, despite this 
early recognition of business’ economic responsibilities, there has historically been 
widespread objection to the notion that business can and should prosper from acting 
in an ethical manner, and an aversion to engagement in “strategic CSR” (Lantos, 
2001, p.3).
Figure 1
Carroll’s four-part model of CR.
Source: Carroll (1991)
Legal
Responsibilities
Economic 
Responsibilities
Ethical 
Responsibilities
Philanthropic 
Responsibilities
4More recently however, despite several calls for normative theories (e.g. 
Donaldson and Preston, 1995), it has become apparent that the burgeoning 
popularity of CSR lies in its instrumental facets (Garriga and Melé, 2004). 
Accordingly, academics have begun to move from explicitly normative and ethics-
orientated arguments toward an implicitly normative and performance-centred 
analysis of CR (Min-Dong, 2007), thus widening their research-focus to encapsulate 
an exploration of the strategic nature of contemporary CR, and its associated effect 
on the level of social responsiveness to ‘community needs’: the issues, predicaments 
and changes experienced in the regions a corporation operates in (Buccholtz, 2003). 
Waldman et al. (2004) posit that certain features of transformational leadership will 
be positively correlated with the propensity for firms to engage in CR activities, and 
that these leaders will employ this CR in a strategic manner. Indeed, managers of 
many forward-looking corporations are encountering a growing interest in CR’s 
implicit antecedents and corollaries, in a climate that necessitates the recognition that 
attentiveness to market strategy alone is no longer sufficient to secure long term 
success (Baron, 2006). Various theoretical perspectives serve to reinforce this 
argument. The ‘resource-based view of the firm’ (RBV) for example, suggests that if 
the firm is able to generate superior social and environmental resources and 
capabilities, then CR has the potential to maximise profits (McWilliams and Siegel, 
2001) and can lead to a sustained competitive advantage (Barney, 1991). In addition, 
the ‘theory of the firm’ perspective proposes that CR has several strategic 
implications, including providing a source of differentiation and enhancing reputation 
(McWilliams et al., 2007). 
In contrast, the central tenet of ‘social contract theory’ (e.g. Steiner, 1972) 
suggests that:
“…society consists of a series of explicit and implicit contracts between 
individuals, organizations, and institutions. These contracts evolved so that 
exchanges could be made between parties in an environment of trust and 
harmony” (Wilson, 2003, p.3). 
The intimation is that business might act in a responsible manner, not because it is in 
its commercial interest, but because it is how modern-day society implicitly expects 
business to operate (Moir, 2001). This concept is related to legitimacy theory, which 
reasons that the actions of an entity are only given the authority to survive if they are 
able to conform to a socially constructed set of norms, ideologies, principles and 
morals (Suchman, 1995). In essence, social contract theorists are united with 
5stakeholder theorists (e.g. Donaldson and Preston, 1995; Mitchell et al., 1997) in 
their contention that corporations are inherently dependent on society, without whose 
acceptance it would be impossible to experience effective “existence, continuity and 
growth” (Garriga and Melé, 2004, p.57).
The confusion caused by this widespread disagreement, both within and 
between companies and schools of academic thought, vis-à-vis what the notion of 
corporate responsibility essentially signifies, is exacerbated by the divergent CR 
demands of corporate stakeholders. Multiple stakeholder groups are increasingly 
demanding that more of the corporation’s resources are devoted to CR (Hillman and 
Keim, 2001) and are putting companies under increasing pressure “to report on the 
intangible, non-financial factors influencing their performance” (Brown, in: Redington, 
2005, p.ix). Thus, there is a growing emphasis on “total stakeholder accountability”, 
which represents an additional dimension to traditional market and contract-based 
accountability (Logsdon and Llewellyn, 2000, p.419) and requires a concomitant 
concern for the disparate needs of shareholders, employees, consumers, local 
communities and the natural environment alike. With so many conflicting and 
fluctuating demands producing contrasting corporate goals and objectives, the 
definition of CR is clouded further (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001).
Nevertheless, it must be noted that in spite of its intangibility (or arguably, 
even reinforced by its intangibility, fluidity and failure to be confined to a particular 
‘box’), CR has evolved from a concept which was largely derided as a “joke”; an 
“oxymoron” and a “contradiction in terms” by the business and investment community 
in the 1970s, to one which has enjoyed extensive approval and promotion from a 
wide array of constituents and stakeholders in modern-day society (Min-Dong, 2007, 
p.53). Amongst other things, this support has been a reaction to various public 
scandals and corporate mismanagement, coupled with the capabilities of popular 
communication conduits such as the internet, in assisting the rapid distribution of bad 
news (CIPD, 2007 [online]); increasing globalisation and liberalisation which has 
fostered the development of ‘soft’ forms of corporate regulation and greater civil 
pressure from increasingly educated and aware activists and consumers (Vogel, 
2006); the rise of the business case for CR, and greater awareness of the benefits of 
‘strategic CR’ (e.g. Burke and Logsdon, 1996; McWilliams et al., 2006); and 
increasing academic and corporate interest in ‘trend’ issues such as sustainable 
development (WCED, 1987) and more recently, climate change; the ‘triple bottom 
line’ (Elkington, 1998); corporate citizenship (Matten and Crane, 2005); and business 
ethics (e.g. Donaldson and Dunfee, 1994).
6This recent period of endorsement has been characterised by the 
institutionalisation of CR (Vogel, 2006). International organisations, such as the 
United Nations, the World Bank and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) now actively promote CR, as do several European 
governments and the EU. The UK government’s interest in the field has materialised 
in conjunction with the emerging recognition that contemporary CR has the capability 
to complement and substitute government effort, and help legitimise certain policies 
(Moon, 2004), and since the 1980s it has offered progressive encouragement to 
companies to raise performance beyond minimum legal levels and mere compliance 
(Dlamini, 2005). These endeavours have included the creation of a CSR ministerial 
position within the department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform 
(BERR; formerly the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI)); the creation of the 
CSR Academy (now managed by Business in The Community (BiTC)) to assist in 
coordinating CR skills training; ‘soft’ regulation such as the Operating and Financial 
Review; and fiscal incentives, such as the tax reforms of 2000. The government has 
also actively endorsed the formation of new and existing business associations, such 
as the Corporate Responsibility Group (CRG) and BiTC, which aim to provide best 
practice guidance for CR practitioners, and it has provided encouragement to various 
organisations in the formulation of international standards, norms, corporate codes of 
conduct and guidelines for CR. Prominent examples include the UN Global Compact; 
the OECD Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises; the ISO 14001 Environmental 
Management System standard; AccountAbility’s AA1000 standard; and Social 
Accountability International’s SA8000 standard. Furthermore, several CR indexes 
have been produced with strong international support (e.g. the Global Reporting 
Initiative; FTSE4Good; Dow Jones Sustainability Index; BiTC’s CR Index) and 
benchmarking coalitions have emerged in order to develop agreed measures and to 
report on these (e.g. The London Benchmarking Group). 
However, despite this growing institutional support for the field, in the 
absence of ‘hard regulation’, Government has consistently used its influence to 
encourage independent business responsibility. Thus, during the 1980s and early 
1990s, Britain became progressively more involved in an ‘explicit’ form of CR (Moon, 
2004), more in line with the US model than its European counterparts. This form of 
CR is characterised by an expanding number of voluntary, self-interested “corporate 
policies” as opposed to mandatory and customary values, norms and rules imposed 
on organisations by “formal and informal institutions” (Matten and Moon, 2004a, p11, 
see: Table 1). 
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Explicit and Implicit CR compared
Explicit CSR Implicit CSR
Describes all corporate activities to 
assume responsibility in society
Describes all formal and informal 
institutions of a society which assigns 
and defines the extent of corporate 
responsibility for the interests of an entire 
society
Consists of voluntary corporate policies, 
programs and strategies
Consists of values, norms and rules 
which result in (chiefly codified and 
mandatory) requirements for 
corporations
Motivated by the perceived expectations 
of all stakeholders of the corporation
Motivated by the societal consensus on 
the legitimate expectations towards the 
role and contribution of all major groups
in society, including corporations
Source: Matten and Moon (2008)
Consequently, the practice of CR is a voluntary decision on the part of the 
individual corporation and in the absence of the legitimisation and definition of 
requirements by outside institutions, a generally liberal and individualistic approach to 
CR has ensued (Matten and Moon, 2008). There has also been a noticeable 
expansion to CR’s various spheres of activity during this period. For instance, 
marketers have had an increasingly salient role to play in designing a strategic CSR 
which aims to enhance customer satisfaction and to positively distinguish a company 
and its products (Lantos, 2001; McWilliams and Siegel, 2001), thereby contributing to 
a blurring of the boundaries between traditional notions of ‘corporate’ strategy and 
‘marketing’ strategy from a social responsibility and sustainability perspective (e.g. 
Maignan and Ferrell, 2004). Furthermore, it has become the norm for most UK 
businesses to employ a CR-dedicated team within its own department, with an 
allocated budget and board-level representation:
8“Major companies, especially, are integrating their non-profit activities into 
their overall organization rather than treating them as an add-on. This is 
manifest through [CR’s] specification in company objectives and its 
internalization in company culture…; the appointment of personnel with 
community responsibilities; regular budget allocations and procedures; and 
the inclusion of social responsibility in aspects of their external social 
relations” (Moon, 2002b, p.393).
This development has proven to be well-established and enduring, despite several 
threats to CR’s legitimacy. For example, the last year has witnessed significant blows 
to consumer confidence and corporate profitability in the wake of the credit crunch, 
but despite the maxim that “marketing and training expenditure are always cut in 
times of business difficulty”, there has been very little perceptible impact on 
companies’ CR initiatives thus far (The Virtuous Circle, 2008, p.1). Carroll (1999, 
p.292) accounted for the resilience of the discipline in his famous conjecture, which 
stated that:
“As we…look ahead to the new millennium…The CSR concept will remain as 
an essential part of business language and practice, because it is a vital 
underpinning to many of the other theories and is continually consistent with 
what the public expects of the business community today”.
A decade on, it is irrefutable that Carroll’s prediction was accurate, and that 
CR is currently becoming a mainstream business practice in the UK. A recent 
Economist article has described it as “an industry in itself, with full-time staff, 
websites, newsletters, professional associations and massed armies of consultants” 
(2004, p.53). Numerous academic and professional conferences report on the 
concept (e.g. the Notre Dame Institute for Ethical Business Worldwide’s regular 
conferences, workshops and events; the European Academy for Business in 
Society’s conferences on society issues in management practice and education; 
Ashridge Business School’s executive development programmes) and several 
‘courses’ profess their dedication to professional development in the field (e.g. the 
certificate in Corporate Citizenship Management at Boston College; Sd3 Global’s 
IRCA-certified Corporate Responsibility course; ESADE and Stanford Business 
School’s Executive Education Programmes; MAs, MBAs and PhDs at the 
International Centre for Corporate Social Responsibility (ICCSR), Nottingham 
University Business School). Today, thousands of companies publish annual reports 
9of their social and environmental performance, and tens of thousands of firms have 
been certified as compliant with a variety of independent voluntary standards (Visser 
et al., 2007). In response, CR salaries are starting to reflect the scope and scale of 
the various responsibilities associated with the career of the CR practitioner (Acona, 
Acre and Ethical Performance, 2007) and the number of people employed in the field 
is escalating year on year, with an estimated 2000 practitioners working in the UK in 
2008, compared with few a decade before (Edie, 2008 [online]). In order to provide 
assistance to the mounting CR job market, there are now a number of dedicated CR 
recruitment agencies and job websites, the most popular of which include, Acre 
Resources, Bright Green Talent, Corporate Citizenship Briefing, Business for Social 
Responsibility Jobs and Ethical Performance, as well as a proliferation of online 
discussion and news groups, such as the Yahoo Groups, CSR Chicks and CSR 
Blokes, and the newly-formed CSR Jobs and CSR Students. This support is 
imperative to those seeking a career in the CR field, as there is currently no single 
formal professional body to represent the needs and interests of those working in the
field.
1.2. Context and implications for research
“Where does this diversity of professional knowledge, skills and perspectives 
leave us? Looking less professional, perhaps, than our counterparts in 
medicine, law and government? Looking, at least, like we need to stop talking 
about the problem and do something about it. But what?” (Dean, 1997, 
p.1639).
CR, as a work occupation, is positioned in a paradoxical situation. On the one hand, 
despite the field’s burgeoning popularity, the ‘definition dilemma’ represents a 
potential impediment to the construction of a coherent and cohesive CR profession, 
and could be the primary reason why the concept of a professional CR body remains 
amorphous. However, on the other hand, it could also be argued that CR’s ambiguity 
merely serves to highlight the importance of defining and developing a professional 
approach to the field; ascertaining the skills and competencies needed in order to 
carry out CR tasks in a proficient and practised manner; and pursuing the notion of
accreditation in order to reinforce and add value to the discipline. Thus, in this way, 
“the call for consolidation of approaches may also, in fact, be a call for greater 
professionalism” (Dean, 1997, p.1640).
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Provoked by the rapid uptake of CR by corporations and proliferating number 
of CR practitioners, some attempts have been made to broadly classify the defining 
features of the concept into broad definitional categories (Frederik, 1987; 1998; 
Brummer, 1991; Garriga and Melé, 2004) in order to “contribute to a clarification of 
the field” (Garriga and Melé, 2004, p.52). Moreover, Wood (1991) has gone one step 
further in her portrayal of a model of ‘Corporate Social Performance’, which 
incorporates the principles of CR, the processes of social responsiveness, and the 
consequential outcomes of corporate behaviour. Nevertheless, despite these efforts, 
CR remains,
“an eclectic field with loose boundaries, multiple memberships, and differing 
training/perspectives; broadly rather than focussed, multidisciplinary; wide 
breadth; brings in a wider range of literature; and interdisciplinary” (Carroll, 
1994, p.14)
A report by the DTI in association with CRG, ‘Changing Manager Mindsets’ 
(2003) reasons that there is, as yet, no professional body to represent the needs and 
interests of CR practitioners as a whole, due to the fact that CR has a relatively short 
history in the management field and consequently current practitioners are currently 
drawn from a number of diverse disciplines: 56 per cent of respondents to a recent 
‘CSR Salary Survey’ (Acona, Acre, Ethical Performance, 2007) had switched to CR 
from another area of management. Additionally, there is enormous breadth and 
diversity to the roles and responsibilities of the CR practitioner, which exacerbates 
CR’s defiance of categorisation (DTI/CRG, 2003). Globalisation has increased the
quantity and magnitude of risk attached to business activity, and necessitated that 
corporate leaders employ a wide variety of environmental, social and political skills, 
as well as the more traditional business techniques such as accounting and finance, 
if they are to be successful (Lenssen and Lacy, 2007). CR has consequently become 
an umbrella term, overlapping with some, and indistinguishable from other business 
disciplines (Matten and Crane, 2005), and without this unified sense of reasoning 
behind it, CR remains “inherently vague and ambiguous, both in theory and in 
practice” (Coelho et al., 2003, p.15), as well as openly responsive to different actors’ 
perceptions of its meaning and purpose (Birch and Moon, 2004). This raises 
questions of those who profess a commitment to CR, including:
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“why they have chosen to implement CSR policies, how they develop those 
policies and their value in terms of reducing the adverse impact of corporate 
activity. Moreover…how do companies tackle the apparent conflict between 
the duty to ‘profit maximise’…and the adoption of CSR as a fundamental and 
everyday feature of corporate practice?” (Whitehouse, 2006, p279-80).
Pinkston and Carroll (1999) maintain that questions such as these are likely to 
remain unanswered, and CR will continue to be an elusive concept as long as beliefs 
and attitudes regarding the nature of business’ relationship with wider society 
fluctuate with emerging social trends, variable approaches and changeable research 
foci. 
As well as its changeability through time, the CR concept is also inconsistent 
through space. It is context-specific, varying across and between countries (e.g. 
Wilson and Olsen, 2003; Chambers et al., 2003) according to the features and norms 
of the national business system (Moon, 2004); the requirements of the institutional 
environment (Matten and Moon, 2004a); the level of intrinsic vision, imagination and 
motivation among corporations and individual business executives (Martin, 2002; 
Hemingway and MacLagan, 2004); the corporate culture and tradition (Marrewijk and 
Werre, 2003); the type of industry (Brammer and Millington, 2003); and the level of 
social demand (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001). Individuals are currently able to define 
CR in their own way, implementing their own unique rules on how to ‘walk the CR 
talk’. With a lack of empirical support for the relevance of its various conceptual 
propositions, CR has frequently been defined as a ‘dynamic phenomenon’ (e.g. 
Carroll, 1999) leading to a pervasive acceptance among many, that the CR construct 
will remain eternally and universally undefined and indefinable.
This inevitably implicates the definition of CR skills and competences. 
According to Chappell (1996), in the absence a set of guidelines, competence, rather 
like CR, is a contested concept, the meaning of which is shaped by those who utilise 
it. Thus currently, CR’s rules of application are relatively ‘open’ (Moon et al., 2004) 
and “the precise manifestation and direction of the responsibility lies at the discretion 
of the corporation” (Matten and Moon, 2008, p.3). A second major area of concern 
with regards to CR skills and competences lies in the assertion that practitioners 
currently lack the moral and social expertise and authority to make non-economic 
decisions to benefit society (Freeman, 2001), especially in non-traditional CR fields 
such as purchasing and supply; sales and marketing; and human resources (Gribben 
and Wilson, 2005). As Gellerman (1989) points out in his chapter, ‘Why Good 
Managers Make Bad Ethical Choices’:
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“Put enough people in an ambiguous, ill-defined situation and some will 
conclude that whatever isn’t labelled specifically wrong must be OK –
especially if they are rewarded for certain acts. . . How can managers avoid 
crossing a line that is seldom precise? Unfortunately, most know that they 
have overstepped it only when they have gone too far” (pp. 22–23).
Barnes (1985, p.98) contends that a competence deficiency occurs during the 
development of any nascent subject, for “where the demand exists ‘experts’ will 
appear, conjured into existence by the need for their presence, without, in this 
respect, what they ‘really know’ being salient”. CR practitioners require superior
competencies in order to identify the ethical issues embedded in ill-defined situations 
and select the appropriate strategies to resolve them (Dean, 1997). However, while a 
first degree is the norm for CR practitioners currently employed in the field, the vast 
majority of these degrees are unrelated to CR (Acona, Acre and Ethical 
Performance, 2007), and with very few holding qualifications in defining and acting in 
the public interest, there is the potential for adverse consequences of practitioners’ 
well-intentioned actions, especially when the ‘recipients’ of the CR are outside the 
firm’s main business area, and thus managerial ineptness is not corrected by market 
forces (Lantos, 2001). It is therefore unsurprising that CR executives have been 
described in the past as “inept custodians” (Shaw and Barry, 1992, p.214).
The concurrent elevation of CR on the business agenda and growing 
imperative for CR practitioners to employ a wider breadth of knowledge and skill 
(Gribben and Wilson, 2005) represents a major obstacle to the mainstreaming of CR 
within business. However, this can only occur if managers and their staff are 
equipped with the relevant competencies required to carry out CR tasks (CSR 
Europe and EABiS, 2003). Competencies include the ‘attitudes’, ‘knowledge’ and 
‘skills’ (see Figure 2), which when defined have the potential to endow CR 
practitioners with an understanding of what is essential in order to reach improved 
levels of performance and excellence (Wilson, 2003). 
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Figure 2
What are competencies?
Source: Wilson (2003)
Establishing the necessary ‘competencies’ (attitudes, knowledge and skills) 
required for CR is a difficult task, and would require a consideration of innumerable 
‘leadership qualities’; ‘management skills’ and ‘reflexive abilities’ (Wilson et al., 2006). 
Moreover, subsequently applying competency standards across the entire discipline 
would necessarily require:
“…changes to what is offered in the business schools, universities and by 
training providers. It [would] require embedding in the competency 
frameworks of professional institutes… Most importantly…the cornerstone of 
informing professional and managerial practice for embedding CSR practice 
in organisations is to define the competencies and skills required to underpin 
this practice and to ensure that they become part of the training of all 
managers at all levels in organisations” (DTI/CRG, 2003, p.3-4)
While some effort has been made to provide common frameworks to 
articulate the competencies required of the contemporary CR practitioner, through 
the provision of CR programmes and examples of good business practice (CSR 
Europe and EABiS, 2003), these tools:
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“are not a substitute for a trained and competent workforce. CSR and 
Sustainable Development are not simply technical fixes; they depend on 
mindsets and an embedded sense of citizenship that are not yet part of the 
normal DNA of businesses, nor part of the normal curriculum of schools, 
universities or management colleges” (CSR Europe and EABiS, 2003, p.8).
Indeed, the practice of CR in management education is still a relatively new 
phenomenon (Matten and Moon, 2004b). Recent initiatives, including guidelines such 
as the ‘UN Principles for Management Education’ (UN Prime), which outlines six core 
principles for responsible management education  (Global Compact, 2008, [online]) 
and spotlighting such as the ‘Beyond Grey Pinstripes’ biennial rankings of the 
business schools that are endeavouring to integrate social and environmental 
objectives into curricula and research (Beyond Grey Pinstripes, 2008 [online]) have 
attempted to facilitate the mainstreaming of CR within business education by 
providing added pressure and incentive. There has also been a significant increase 
in dedicated CR programmes and optional CR modules at Masters level within UK 
Universities during the last 5 years (Orlitzky and Moon, 2008). This is important 
because:
“Much more can be achieved where there is education and training, to impart 
essential knowledge and skills. In CSR…this includes factual knowledge such 
as an appreciation of environmental factors or company law, plus technical 
abilities such as communications skills” (CSR Europe and EABiS, 2003, p.9).
Nevertheless, companies are still finding it difficult to identify the ‘right’ people to 
manage their CR programmes, leading some to question whether the competences 
that business education provides may not correspond with what is currently expected 
of CR practitioners (Murray, Financial Times, 2003). The issue is complicated further 
by the fact that those currently employed in the field report severe time pressures in 
endeavouring to pursue a comprehensive programme of professional development, 
and consider “learning from the real world” to be just as valuable, if not more so 
(Gribben and Wilson, 2005, p.5). To them, “CSR and Sustainable Development 
require more than just academic knowledge and technical skills. Personal qualities, 
attitudes and mindsets also play a critical role” (CSR Europe and EABiS, 2003, p.9). 
Moreover, some CR managers express the opinion that encouraging the 
development of academies, institutions, standards and initiatives in order to clarify 
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the field, may merely serve to confuse the CR skills and competences situation yet 
further (Ethical Corporation, 2004 [online]). 
An example of one such initiative, which has received varying acclaim and 
criticism, is the CSR Academy’s ‘CSR Competency Framework’ (2004), which 
identifies six characteristics for sustaining effective CR, with the aim of helping 
organisations to develop and integrate CR skills and learning into decision-making 
and business operations:
· Understanding society
· Building capacity
· Questioning ‘business as usual’
· Stakeholder relations
· Harnessing Diversity
(CSR Academy, 2004)
Despite the contention that the formation of a competency framework could pave the 
way for professional coordination of CR activity (DTI/CRG, 2003), this particular set 
of guidelines is, in fact at odds with the concept of professionalisation, as it favours 
an ‘embedded’ approach to CR which requires that all business managers integrate 
CR into their ‘business as usual’, rather than elevating the status of CR specialists by 
protecting and maintaining the exclusivity of its users (Dlamini, 2003; see chapter 
1.3.1. of this report). Furthermore, CR competencies are defined in an extremely 
broad sense, in order to be accessible to all managers from various industrial and 
functional backgrounds and at various levels of responsibility within their respective 
organisations, and while the ‘generic’ nature of the framework may have helped to 
define what the concept of responsibility should mean to corporate managers, is has 
done little to decipher the specific and unique competencies that CR practitioners 
need to employ, or to further the CR ‘skills agenda’. Furthermore, Bolden et al. 
(2003) warn that the “one size fits all” approach to management competence, which 
is sometimes associated with the use of rigid competency frameworks, could be 
dangerous and potentially damaging, and thus perhaps it is time to consider 
alternative approaches to management and leadership standards. 
In spite of the limitations of the CSR Competency Framework, it is clear that 
CR practitioners are increasingly demanding new products, services and specialist 
expertise so that superior CR performance can be achieved, and their skills and 
competencies can be supported and enhanced (Young et al., 2003; MacCarthy and 
16
Moon, forthcoming). Consequently, the UK CR consultancy industry is growing at a 
phenomenal rate, and 75% of companies that responded to a recent survey have 
used a consultancy for some aspect of their CR activity (MacCarthy and Moon, 
forthcoming). These findings are in line with Hilton and Gibbon’s (2002, p.3) 
observation that:
“most people … would be amazed if they lifted the stone of contemporary
business activity and saw the armies of consultants, experts, charlatans and 
do-gooders scurrying around inside and outside companies trying to help 
them become more socially responsible”.
However, it could be argued that certain aspects of this growing CR consulting 
industry are likely to deteriorate as CR management practices “cohere and become 
more professionalised” (MacCarthy and Moon, forthcoming, p.22), and there is 
certainly some ambition for this to take effect. CR practitioners are no longer tolerant 
of a ‘steady state’ of competence, instead preferring to actively seek competence 
acquisition, and practice it until it becomes second nature, or “unconscious 
competence” (Wilson et al., 2006, p.6), which suggests that they are likely to be 
receptive to the formation of professional standards and accreditation. Moreover, 67 
per cent of the respondents to the 2003 survey carried out by the DTI/CRG believed 
that a professional institution (or similar body) is needed to help maintain and 
develop CR practitioner skills.
Membership of the Corporate Responsibility Group (CRG) is one existing way 
in which practitioners can obtain this form of guidance and support. The Corporate 
Responsibility Group is the learning and development network that exists for and is
run by CR professionals, and the body consists of over 100 member companies 
connecting some 300 individuals. While building up their individual capacity and 
influence, members gain inspiration and support in making their businesses more 
economically, environmentally and socially sustainable, through networking with 
other members. CRG’s mission, through active participation of its members is “to 
foster and facilitate a dynamic network for the sharing of information and the 
promotion of good practice” (Victoria Secretan, WOM). In 2006, an independently 
conducted CRG members’ survey revealed the priorities of current CR professionals, 
and how they envisaged these changing in the future. In light of these findings, CRG 
produced a two-year strategy (CRG, 2006, see: Appendix 1), which included the 
goal, “To represent and further the CR profession and create opportunities for the 
growth of CR skills and professional development”, which could potentially involve:
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· Representing the CR profession as the primary source of knowledge on the 
profession in the UK.
· Providing signposting for UK CR training providers and programmes.
· Building alliances with CR training providers.
· Working in partnership with established professional accreditation 
organisations.
· Considering professional training and accreditation schemes which might be 
developed with the active support of CRG and its members.
In pursuit of this goal, CRG is committed to fully exploring the possibilities of:
· Developing and ‘owning’ a CR Competency Framework and set of 
Professional Standards for CR practitioners.
· Establishing itself as a full ‘accreditation’ body for CR practitioners
· Outsourcing assessment and certification activity to a third party.
In essence, CRG is undergoing a period of examination and conference of the 
legitimacy of new ideas and concepts. This is a necessary stage of institutional 
change in the pursuit of institutional stability, and thus professionalisation 
(Greenwood et al., 2002). Greenwood et al., (2002, p.60) term this phase of 
institutional change, ‘theorisation’, which they define as: 
“the development and specification of abstract categories and the elaboration 
of chains of cause and effect. Such theoretical accounts simplify and distil the 
properties of new practices and explain the outcomes they produce. In effect, 
theorization is the process whereby localized deviations from prevailing 
conventions become abstracted… and thus made available in simplified form 
for wider adoption”.
Tolbert and Zucker (1996, p.183) suggest that theorisation involves “two major 
tasks”: firstly, specification of an “organisational failing”, and secondly justification of 
the consequential innovation; the “solution or treatment”. However, the next stage in 
the pursuit of institutional stability and professionalisation; the gaining of social 
consensus with regard to an idea’s pragmatic value, or diffusion “occurs only if new 
ideas are compellingly presented as more appropriate than existing practices” 
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(Greenwood et al., 2002, p.61). Thus, research commissioned by regulatory 
agencies and professional associations is:
“critically important in the theorisation process because [it] enable[s] the 
formation and reproduction of shared meanings and understandings…[It] also 
adjudicate[s] and push[es] for negotiated agreements between competing 
claims” (Greenwood et al., 2002, p.61).
Accordingly, with consideration of the arguments outlined above, this 
research forms part of CRG’s current period of ‘theorisation’ with regard to the 
professionalisation of CR. By outlining the various ‘competing claims’ on the issue, 
this report aims to come to a ‘negotiated agreement’ to help establish the next steps 
that CRG should take in their pursuit of representing and furthering the case for CR 
accreditation and professionalisation, and indeed, whether they should pursue the 
subject at all. The research inquiry is predicated on the notion that CR is a plethora of 
voluntary activities over and above the legal requirements of business. It also 
recognises that CR should now be more than simply going “beyond compliance”; it 
must also include “efforts to raise compliance standards” (Vogel, 2006, p.171). As 
such, it is a convergence of new ideas, practices and behaviours that are impacting 
on management practice. According to this view, CR is a concept which has no 
boundaries and impinges on every decision-making process and system in a 
business. Thus, any change to the way CR is managed implicates the behaviours, 
decisions and actions of CR practitioners across the board, and the emergence of 
professionalisation mechanisms, and accreditation systems are issues which should 
be explored thoroughly before their inception into CR’s ‘business as usual’.
Explicitly, this report questions:
1. Whether there is a demand amongst CR practitioners and employers for CR to be 
recognised as a profession; for the formation of a professional body for CR 
practitioners; or for a process of accreditation in the field of CR.
2. How CRG could potentially approach the professionalisation and accreditation 
process
3. What the implications of professionalisation and accreditation are likely to be for 
CR practitioners and the profession overall.
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1.3. Setting the scene
In order to elucidate CR’s position in the professionalisation debate, it is important to 
‘set the scene’ by defining the concepts of professionalisation and accreditation, 
discussing their implications, and illuminating the roles of external institutions in the 
process.
1.3.1. Clarifying the concepts of professionalisation and accreditation
The study of professions has a long history in the social sciences, dating back to 
Weber (1978), who described professionalism as a way of life; a dedication to the 
field; a lifestyle. As yet, no test exists “whereby those vocations which are called 
professions could be distinguished from those which are not’’ because the term 
‘profession’ stands for ‘‘a complex [set] of characteristics’’ with many disciplines 
‘‘exhibiting some but not all of those features’’ (Carr-Saunders and Wilson, 1964, 
p.284). Furthermore, the process of professionalisation is “sectorally, historically and 
culturally diverse and variable” (Evetts, 1999, p.122). Nevertheless, the literature 
generally recognises that the emergence of professional autonomy has two major 
facets: the ‘structural’ and the ‘attitudinal’ (Becker, 1962; Hall, 1969). Becker and 
Stern (1973) discern the three most important structural requirements of 
professionalisation to be:
1- The establishment of training schools to transmit special theoretical and technical 
knowledge on the profession.
2- The formation of professional associations which publish journals and facilitate 
communication with the profession.
3- The development of a code of ethics and practices with rules for eliminating 
unqualified practitioners, ensuring an orientation towards serving clients, and 
reducing internal overt competition.
Alternatively, Kleingartner (1967) describes a much more complex set of 
requirements, including intellectual training; specialised knowledge; formation of a 
technique which is educationally communicable; self-organisation; development of a 
reward system; evidence of a professional culture; practicality; service to others; 
altruism; establishment of ethical codes; community responsibility and sanctions. 
Keiser (2004, p.53) notes that despite the range of definitions and criteria for 
distinguishing professions from other forms of occupation, there is one theme on 
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which most scholars concur: professions are set apart by the “intellectual difficulty of 
the job, and the extensive training required.” This is exhibited in the employment of 
competency testing (Cullen, 1978); codes of conduct (Barber, 1963; Cullen, 1978; 
Greenwood, 1962; Wilensky, 1964) and compliance with professional standards 
(Greenwood, 1962), all of which enhance the legitimacy and credibility of, and trust 
and faith in the discipline (see Table 2). In concurrence, Hoivik (2002, p.7) states that 
membership of professions is regulated by a set of educational requirements which 
“have both a protective and an excluding function with regard to being accepted as a 
member.” In other words, in order to claim the autonomy, status and power 
associated with being a member of a profession (Johnson, 1972; Larson, 1977), the 
professional must display competencies which are sanctioned by socially recognised 
institutional mechanisms; most commonly in the form of accreditation (Parkan, 2007). 
Accreditation is a process of external quality review (Eaton, 2006) launched by a 
professional agency or association in order to establish the “status, legitimacy or 
appropriateness of an institution, programme or module of study” (Quality Research 
International [online]). Participation is voluntary and denotes that “the accredited 
body is qualified to prepare professionals within the area of accreditation” (Dean, 
1997, p.1644). This is commonly achieved through a ‘certification’ programme which:
“defines the quality of a profession. It is recognition of a person’s attainment 
of the knowledge and skills required by a profession. It may recognize 
minimum competency or it could specify advanced levels of proficiency. 
People who qualify get special recognition. They establish the credibility of 
the program through their acceptance of it and their use of it. . . Good 
certification programs identify professional competencies, set standards, set 
performance levels, and foster the development of continuing education” 
(Harwood and Westgaard, 1993, p. 17).
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Table 2
Reasons for the adoption of professional codes, competencies and standards
Need for legitimacy On the basis of specialised theoretical or 
practical knowledge
Need for credibility On the basis of knowledge-based 
behaviour or actions
Need for trust As actions often involve the interaction 
between individuals
Need for faith
A subjective evaluations by client/or wish 
for a “higher order” (medicine man), 
wanting to believe in “superior scientific 
knowledge”
Source: Hoivik, 2002
The other components of professionalisation; the attitudinal characteristics, 
are far harder to categorise, and include everything from legitimation of the field 
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1983); superior client relations characterised by greater trust 
(Hughes, 1958) and a growing appreciation amongst practitioners, that social and 
professional recognition is preferable to monetary reward (Parsons, 1939). Again, a 
common theme of ‘competence’ presents itself in the literature, but in the form of 
moral rather than practical and knowledge-based competence:
“In competency-driven organisations, both collectively and individually-
maintained moral competencies are vital because of the increased exterior 
attention on personal responsibility and accountability” (Hoivik, 2002).
Securing several, or all of these structural and attitudinal requirements allows 
occupations to gradually acquire the social mandate to operate as a profession 
(Hughes, 1971) and claim legitimate jurisdiction over a set of professional tasks 
(Abbott, 1988). As part of this process, professional institutions or ‘bodies’ emerge in 
order to articulate and promote the emerging logics of the profession (Bartlett et al., 
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2008) and work with universities and states to close the market for professional 
expertise by means of “controlling the licensing and accreditation arrangements for 
professional practitioners” (Evetts, 1999, p.121). In so doing, they act as ‘agents for 
change’ (Lounsbury, 2002); ‘institutional entrepreneurs’ (Fligstein, 2001) and 
‘communities of practice’ (Bartlett et al., 2008). Conceiving professional institutions in 
this way suggests that they:
“are involved in the production, re-production and generation of knowledge 
based on taken-for-granted conventions about professional roles, work 
processes and methods…to create and re-create the institutional structures of 
their profession, and in doing so construct their legitimacy” (Bartlett et al., 
2008, p.7).
Consequently, Greenwood et al. (2002, pp.61-62) suggest that professional 
institutions have critical importance in the professionalisation process for three 
reasons:
· They act as arenas to enable organisations within the same occupational 
group to interact, thus producing shared understandings and enabling the 
“construction of accounts delineating the domain of a profession”.
· They “act as a means whereby communities represent themselves to others 
in the field”, thereby sanctioning their legitimacy and exclusivity of practice. 
· Lastly, they are in an ideal position to monitor compliance with “normatively 
and coercively sanctioned expectations” such as “training and education, 
hiring and certification, and ceremonies and celebration”.
Based on the premises of Bartlett et al. (2008) and Greenwood et al. (2002), 
CRG has already assumed a similar role to a professional body, through its ongoing 
research; forum for exchanging knowledge and ideas; events and discussions which 
encourage interaction and debate; and enthusiasm to challenge the ‘norm’ and 
further the case for CR. It seems the pursuit of accreditation is the last hurdle left to 
cross. Similarly, CR itself has gone some way towards meeting the structural and 
attitudinal requirements of professionalisation, and of those that are left to fulfil, some 
may prove extremely straightforward to apply.
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“It is typical of traditional professions that the professional, when commencing 
her career, makes a solemn public oath to put her knowledge to socially 
responsible use” (Parkan, 2007, p.78).
Corporate responsibility, by its very nature, is already halfway there.
1.3.2. The pros and cons of accreditation and professionalisation
“Competence and pride in one’s work, emphasis on an intellectual approach, 
trustworthiness, focus on disinterested service to society, commitment to 
ethical behaviour, and accountability are all virtues associated with 
professionalism. It would generally be deemed that these are virtues of high 
praise” (Parkan, p.81).
Professionalisation, in theory, upgrades the quality of the workforce. Professionals, 
motivated by the morality set out in their code of ethics, and guided by the 
competencies acquired through superior education and training requirements have 
the ability to be proficient in the tasks required of them. This is important, because in 
the absence of a professional body there are at present, significant “structural 
limitations” to professional development and training opportunities in CR, including 
the “cost” of virtuous behaviour and learning, which places limits on the resources 
that corporations are willing to devote to the field (Vogel, 2006, p.164). Additionally, 
Lantos (2001) emphasises that the shared values and visions that a professional 
body imparts could be instrumental in minimising the ongoing problem of pluralism 
regarding what exactly constitutes CR. These values and visions should include the 
setting of measurable and achievable goals for the profession, including the expected 
benefits to both stakeholders and the organisation. In concurrence, Vogel (2006, 
p.172) maintains that responsible business’ provision of a ‘good example’ is no 
longer enough; minimum standards must be established, “not just to create a level 
playing field, but because such requirements are frequently necessary to ascertain 
and accomplish the underlying goals of CSR”. In this way, not only could professional 
development help endow CR with the reward of authority, privileges and higher 
status that is associated with superior commitment to competence (Hughes, 1958), 
thereby protecting it from unqualified practitioners (Dean, 1997), but it also has the 
potential to go some way towards a realisation of the principal aim of CR, and a re-
engagement with the underlying motivation behind why companies engage in CR in 
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the first place: “to build and develop trust between the organisations and their 
stakeholders” (Seitanidi, 2004). 
However, Evetts (1999) contends that this line of argument rests on the 
condition that quality assurance in the form of accrediting institutions is employed in 
an ongoing and reflexive process, in order to achieve common standards of practice 
and ensure that there is a minimum level of education, training and experience 
necessary for a practitioner to acquire a professional licence to practice. Thus far, 
this type of standardisation, verification and assurance of CR competencies remains 
very much alien to the practice of CR. Even the best-known attempt to improve CR 
competency standardisation, the Global Reporting Initiative,
“remains entirely voluntary and the framework is such that the companies can 
pick and choose which of the indicators they would like to report on. This 
makes it impossible to compare and benchmark corporate environmental and 
social performance” (Doane, 2002, p.4).
With reference to stakeholder communications, this means that “while it is generally 
agreed that companies need to manage their relationships with their stakeholders, 
the way in which they choose to do this varies considerably”, with varying success in 
the achievement of CR goals and objectives (Morsing and Schultz, 2006, p.323). 
This insight has led many academics to emphasise that standardised training is 
imperative to the field of CR, because while a certain amount of flexibility is important 
in order to ensure CR activity is appropriate to each individual business, the 
expectations put on business transactions within the CR sector should remain 
consistent (Doane, 2002). Although some contend that gaining a consistency of 
approach does not necessarily need to take the form of a comprehensive 
accreditation and certification programme, it is undeniable that the CR profession 
does need to attain greater unity between its members so that the strengths of the 
practitioner’s competencies; their attitude, knowledge and skills, can be “brought to 
bear in service of the client” (Dean, 1997, p.1646). Pursuing accreditation is one way 
that this could be achieved. 
It has become increasingly clear, however, that “the initial education and 
training of professionals cannot hope to provide all of the skills, knowledge and 
expertise needed in a professional career” (Evetts, 1999, p.126), especially in fields 
reminiscent of CR, which are characterised by their continual changeability, 
expansion and progression. Thus, there is a growing emphasis on the need for 
professional practitioners to undertake continuing professional development (CPD) or 
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life-long learning, supported by ongoing research and development within the 
respective professional and accreditation bodies to produce up-to-date and relevant 
qualifications and/or competency frameworks (Evetts, 1999). In the absence of CPD, 
the concept of professionalisation could be condemned as a “strait-jacket imposing a 
view of occupational development which is uniform between [different contexts] and 
unilineal in character” (Johnson, 1972, p.38).
However, the concepts of accreditation and CPD are challenging to a nascent 
subject like CR. Over half of the recent CSR Salary Survey respondents (Acona, 
Acre and Ethical Performance, 2007) had previously worked in a different corporate 
function before moving into CR, representing a far greater number than those in 
possession of a first or second degree in the field, which suggests that hands-on 
business experience is currently more valuable than qualifications and other 
dedicated professional development tools when applying for a CR position. Perhaps 
this is because to some, a pre-defined academic knowledge of business ethics and 
CR competencies is deemed unnecessary, given the widespread conviction that:
“business ethics courses are nothing more than a series of anecdotes or 
intuitions, that ethical judgements are simply matters of individual opinion, 
that they aren’t scientific, that they aren’t verifiable” (Bowie, 1991, p. 22).
Or it could be because, at present, business school research has little impact in 
business and the possession of a Masters or an MBA doesn’t correlate with career 
success (Pfeffer and Fong, 2002). Many believe that business school education 
produces managers that are incapable with dealing with the realities and messiness 
of everyday life (Mintzberg, 2004; Caulkin, 2004; Stern, 2004) and thus accrediting 
learning institutions and obtaining certification could simply restrict a professional’s 
innovation and creativity (Boothe, 1984): 
“Professionalisation of the CSR domain is likely to filter out the more creative 
wavelength of idea generation, to challenge fast-moving changes and weight 
them with new administrative burdens, and to insulate itself from voices 
critical of the mainstream” (Dunnett, 2005, p.9).
Other CR practitioners report that they simply do not have the time to commit to an 
ongoing process of learning and assessment. Over 70% of respondents to a recent 
survey spent 3 days or less on professional development activities in the previous 
year (Gribben and Wilson, 2005).
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Even for those that support the notion of certification, their rationale is 
impeded by the debate over “the criteria of admission, legitimate practice and proper 
conduct of the profession” (Dean, 1997, p.1643). For example, which competencies 
are the most salient for effective CR practice? What ratio of theoretical and normative 
to practical and empirical knowledge should be imparted? What role should 
experiential learning have? Can we solve social and environmental problems using 
classroom-based knowledge? What exactly is the body of knowledge that defines 
CR? How can we define minimum criteria and exemplary standards for a subject that 
is essentially contested and continually evolving? How can we frame the concept in 
such a way that embraces the entire range of business responsibilities that exist? 
While these questions remain unanswered, a gulf remains between those that 
passively ‘learn’ CR and those that actively ‘practice’ CR. Until the gap between 
discourse and practice is closed, CR education can not be synonymous with 
professional development.
In addition to the standardisation of competencies, the issue of accountability 
has also been perceived as important, but problematic for the idea of professionalism 
(e.g. Evetts, 1999), for professional standards are inadequate without some form of 
redress.  Again, the professional body in question can provide some assistance as a 
form of ‘watchdog’:
“…improving business accountability by giving the public some opportunity to 
challenge business behaviour not just through their consumption or 
shareholder activities, but through a mediator or ombudsman function” 
(Doane, 2005, p.225).
This is a necessary step to take in the professionalisation process, which inevitably 
evolves from a period of self-examination, to a period of self-monitoring (Dean, 
1997). Unfortunately, self-monitoring of professional accountability involves yet more 
questions for the CR community to ask of itself:
“Who should CSR standards development be accountable to? CSR 
practitioners? Or their intended beneficiaries? Can we assume that their 
intended beneficiaries are not only their clients, but those affected by their 
client’s activities? If so, what opportunities for meaningful participation in CSR 
professional standards development can those constituencies really have?” 
(Dunnett, 2005, p.9)
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1.3.3. The role of external institutions in the professionalisation process
As well as the inevitable engagement of higher education institutions and training 
establishments in order to provide foundations for the employment of external 
assessment and certification activity, the pursuit of professionalisation and 
accreditation can be aided by several other bodies that are able to impart vital 
knowledge and guidance which could help CRG to answer difficult questions and 
overcome some of the difficulties associated with professionalisation, and provide the 
structure and support that underpins and provides legitimacy to the process.
1.3.3.1. Assistance in the creation of ‘professional standards’ and 
‘accreditation’. 
The British Standards Institute (BSI) is Britain’s National Standards Body, whose 
function it is to provide business information solutions to facilitate the 
professionalisation process (BSI [online]). By becoming a member of BSI, CRG 
would be assisted in the process of formulation professional standards for the 
practice of CR. According to BSI, a professional standard is: 
“…a document defining best practice, established by consensus and 
approved by a recognised body, such as BSI British Standards. Each 
standard is kept current through a process of maintenance and review 
whereby it is updated, revised or withdrawn as necessary” (BSI, 2007, p.i).
Such standards are an effective means of differentiation in a crowded marketplace 
and add a respected badge of quality to the organisation or individual (BSI [online]), 
thereby helping to elevate the status of the professional.
However, with the formulation of specified standards comes the added 
responsibility for CRG, of checking conformity and compliance with these standards. 
In order to do this effectively, CRG would have to prove their technical competence 
and integrity in carrying out this sort of assessment by obtaining United Kingdom 
Accreditation Service (UKAS) accreditation, which utilises international standards to 
provide a comprehensive conformity assessment of organisations that perform 
testing, calibration, certification, inspection, validation or evaluation, thereby providing 
assurance that they are well-equipped, competent, impartial and confident enough to 
offer these services to business (UKAS, 2008: see Figure 3). UKAS is the sole body, 
recognised by government that is able to supply this form of accreditation to 
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prospective professional bodies like CRG, and accredited conformity assessment is 
flexible; adds confidence, trust and credibility to the professional body; can cover 
multiple sectors and disciplines in a consistent way; is an ongoing business process 
and continuous source of advice and support; and is market driven, reducing the 
need for government intervention (UKAS, 2008). Most importantly, it “is the key to 
ensuring that consumers, suppliers, purchasers and specifiers can have confidence 
in the quality of goods and in the provision of services throughout the supply chain” 
(UKAS [online]).
Figure 3
How UKAS accreditation works
Adapted from: UKAS (2008)
UKAS 
Accredita
tion
CONFORMITY 
ASSESSMENT
Certification
BUSINESS
Services, people, management systems
CONFIDENCE TRUST ASSURANCE
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international 
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International 
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Government 
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Regulatory 
requirements/
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29
1.3.3.2. Learning from best practice case studies
In the last few years, there has been a growing emphasis on the importance of ‘inter-
professional education’ (IPE), or:
“Occasions when two or more professions learn with, from and about each 
other to improve collaboration and the quality of care [or service]” (CAIPE, 
1997, p.11).
Partnerships of this kind are particularly important in the early stages of 
professionalisation, because they can assist in defining: 
“what those aspects of good professional practice are, which professionalism 
requires. There is certainly an opportunity here for interprofessional sharing 
and collaboration, for clarification of areas of professional specialisation-as 
well as the interprofessional sharing of responsibilities concerning aspects of 
professionalism and social responsibility” (Evetts, 1999, p.127).
Collaboration with a third party organisation which has recently experienced similar 
progression and development is especially valuable for providing ‘damage limitation’ 
to the professionalisation process, improving decision-making, providing a cost-
effective way of learning and enhancing current working practices (Rawson, 1994). 
One organisation which could potentially offer support in the form of 
professional collaboration and inter-professional learning is the Chartered Institute of 
Personnel and Development (CIPD), the professional body for personnel/Human 
Resources (HR) managers, who have recently successfully implemented the 
professional changes to both their organisation and the human resources occupation, 
that CRG are interested in achieving for themselves and the occupation of CR. For 
example, owing to the CIPD’s recent standardisation and codification of specialised 
knowledge, the personnel ‘function’ is now able to “coalesce as an effective group of 
individuals that is distinctive and recognisable to other managers” (Bell et al., 2001, 
p.210) and thus enhance its status and role within organisations (Elias and 
Scarborough, 2004). 
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CHAPTER TWO
METHODOLOGY
When designing a piece of research, Patton (1987) argues that it is important to 
consider three principal issues:
· What epistemology (theory of knowledge) and philosophy defines the 
research? In other words, what are the motivations behind the chosen 
research design?
· What methodology (the “general approach to studying research topics” 
(Silverman, 1993, p.1), or ‘research design’) governs the choice and use of 
methods? 
· What methods (or “specific research techniques” (Silverman, 1993, p.1)) are 
selected to achieve research objectives?
This chapter attempts to address these questions, and explain the reasoning behind 
the various decisions made en route to designing an effective piece of research. 
2.1. Research Design
When designing a methodology, there are several divergent philosophical views on 
the nature of reality, and the way that information about that reality should be 
obtained (Alvesson and Skoldberg, 2000). ‘Qualitative’ and ‘quantitative’ research 
characterise two distinct paradigms, possessing methods and techniques which have 
historically assumed divergent ontologies and epistemologies; assumptions; values; 
and philosophies (Evans, 2000).
Traditionally, the management and organisation field has been dominated by 
research studies based on quantitative techniques of data collection and analysis, or 
research that “emphasizes the measurement and analysis of causal relations among 
variables” (Denzin and Lincoln, 2000, p.8). However, since the 1980s there has been 
a growing recognition that sole reliance on positivism can lead to restrictions 
regarding both theoretical developments and the changes these developments can 
instigate in the organisational sphere (Symon et al., 2000). Quantitative, positivist 
research “imposes scientific meanings on members to explain a singular, presumed-
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to-be true reality that non-scientists may not appreciate” (Gephart, 2004, p.455) and 
it often neglects to recognise that the representation and comprehension of the 
meanings of the members of an organisation is important in itself (Nelkin and Brown, 
1984). Meaning and interpretation are vital in order to assign significance to theories 
(Van Maanen, 2000); a phenomenon simply can not be understood from the point of 
view of the participant within that particular social and institutional context when 
textual data is quantified (Kaplan and Maxwell, 1994). 
In contrast, what is largely regarded as error in quantitative studies (i.e. 
subjectivity), is the underlying reasoning behind much qualitative methodology 
(Dachler, 2000). Qualitative research encompasses any piece of academic research 
with the underlying epistemological assumption that knowledge is socially-
constructed, and objective science does not exist (see: Stanley and Wise, 1990). 
This assumption is characteristic of a variety of methodological approaches, including 
ethnography, participant observation, interviews, case studies and grounded theory, 
amongst others. These research techniques have been met with varying acclaim and 
criticism, but have recently been compared favourably with more positivistic or 
‘objective’ approaches to organisational research, for they:
· do not require “the mastering of arcane skills or technical lexicons” (Laurier, 
2003, p.134).
· employ reflexivity, or an awareness “of how our own experiences, knowledge 
and stand-points inform our behaviour with and interpretation of our 
informants” (Pink, 2004, p.367), which increases the validity of research.
· represent individual as well as collective opinion by exploring “subjective 
experience” and “how individual traits like mind…and personality…can exist 
on the group level” (Marotto et al., 2007, p.387).
· enable researchers to examine sensitive topics and frequently do not (or can 
not) hide negative, unsavoury or unwanted opinion (see: Learmonth, 2007).
· produce conclusions which are sensitive to context (Dachler, 2000).
· provide “detailed descriptions of actual actions in real-life contexts that 
recover and preserve the actual meanings that actors ascribe to these actions 
and settings” (Gephart, 2004, p.455).
· are not constrained by algorithms for carrying out research, and are therefore 
adaptive, unimpeded by preconceptions and provide contributions that are not 
only unique and memorable, but more “socially important and theoretically 
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meaningful” in their contribution to scholarly discourse (Gephart, 2004, 
p.461).
Therefore, while it is indisputable that qualitative research lacks scientific rigour due 
its inability to express rules or foundations for determining how the research findings 
correlate with presuppositions or hypotheses (see: Gephart, 2004), a qualitative 
approach is favourable for an exploration of the subjective and sensitive topic of 
practitioner and professional views on the professionalisation of CR. Consequently, 
this enquiry largely takes the form of a piece of qualitative, interpretive research, with 
a concern for adaptation and evolution rather than defined and inflexible rules; is 
mindful of the fact that “subjectivity, irrationality and the unconscious filter our 
perceptions of social reality and therefore need to be taken into account” (Brym, 
1990, p.330); and thereby aspires “to understand the actual production of meanings 
and concepts used by social actors in real settings” (Gephart, 2004, p.457).  
Furthermore, because very little is presently known about perceptions of the 
professionalisation of CR, an exploratory and phenomenological research design 
was adopted, which focussed on the meanings and understandings in the data, in 
order to build new ideas, concepts and theory (Patton, 1987).
2.3. Methods of Data Collection
In exploring the various questions that this research poses, it was important to 
pursue two methods of data collection, and to bring together knowledge from a 
variety of different sources. Therefore, this research can be termed a “multi-method 
study” which is similar to triangulation, in its employment of a variety of methods to 
examine the same phenomena (Snow and Thomas, 1994, p.264). The basic premise 
of this method is that any limitations of a particular approach can be counter-
balanced by the compensating strengths of another (Rohner, 1977). The way that 
this ‘multi-method’ approach has been used is summarised in Table 3, which shows 
the three research questions and the principal research methods that were utilised to 
answer them. It must be noted, however, that due to the study’s adaptive and 
exploratory nature, the individual research questions are far from distinct: in 
collecting data to answer one of the questions, sometimes knowledge was gained 
which informed another. 
33
Table 3
An overview of the research questions, and the research methods used to answer 
them
Research Question Research methods used to answer the 
question
1- Is there a demand amongst CR 
practitioners and employers for CR to be 
recognised as a profession; for the 
formation of a professional body for CR 
practitioners; or for a process of 
accreditation in the field of CR?
· Analysis of CRG’s Annual 
Members Survey
· Interviews with CR practitioners
2- How could CRG potentially approach 
the professionalisation and accreditation 
process?
· Interview with Mike Emmott, of 
the CIPD
· Interview with Malcolm Hind, of 
UKAS
3- What are the implications of 
professionalisation and accreditation
likely to be for CR practitioners?
· All of the above methods
· Plus, an additional interview with 
Chris Gribben of Ashridge 
Business School.
2.2.1. Sample Selection
As the research was undertaken as part of an internship for CRG, it was possible to 
gain access to the various participants and information I used in my research through 
the help of the contacts I made through the organisation. The CRG Members Survey 
conducted by ase Market Intelligence was carried out within the timeframe of my 
internship, so I was given online access to a summary of the results as and when 
they arrived. A total of 297 email invitations to take the survey online were issued to 
CRG members, and after three email reminders and two extensions to the closing 
date, the total number of completed surveys stood at 89 (a response rate of 30%). 
This response rate is good, providing an adequate sample size to ensure the validity 
of some very simple statistical analyses of common themes and trends.
The common trends revealed by the Annual Members Survey were 
supplemented by in-depth interviews with 9 current CR practitioners, 3 of whom were 
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members of the CRG board, and 6 of whom were ordinary CRG members. Despite 
the fact that all were successful CR managers, the interviewees were still a diverse 
enough sample for the conclusions drawn from the interviews to be considered ‘valid’ 
and ‘generalisable’, for they were chosen by the researcher on account of the 
dissimilarities between the respective industry sectors that their corporations inhabit, 
as well as sizes of the corporations themselves; their diverse backgrounds and 
experience; and the varying lengths of time that they had been in CR (see Table 4). 
Therefore, a range of differing viewpoints and perspectives were still able to be 
represented. Nevertheless, due to time and resource restrictions, it was impossible to 
draw on the views of CR practitioners from outside CRG, which represents one 
potential limitation of the study. Subjective experience is embedded in the relational 
meanings of a given context (Dachler, 2000), thus, if this context is restricted by the 
research methodology, the observations made can only “provide insights and 
produce recommendations that are highly relevant to the specific circumstances of
participating organizations” (King, 2000, p. 594). The decision to draw the sample 
only from within CRG was not primarily owing to time and resource constraints 
however; it was also centred on the assumption that CRG members have a very 
good knowledge and appreciation of the CR profession, and this, combined with their 
superior awareness of the role and effectiveness of CRG, meant they would be 
ideally qualified to draw conclusions on CRG’s involvement in the professionalisation 
process.
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Table 4
Profiles of CR practitioner interviewees
Job title Industry 
sector
Years 
worked in CR
Prior 
experience to 
working in 
CR
Director, 
CR Telecoms 8
Marketing; 
commercial
Head of 
CR
Energy 6
Stakeholder 
dialogue; 
environment
Director, 
CSR
Professional 
services
16 Environment; 
human rights
CR 
Manager
International 
express and 
logistics
5
International 
development; 
sustainable 
development
CSR 
Manager
Technology 
and software
Less than 1
Third sector; 
corporate 
event 
management
ANON - - -
ANON - - -
ANON - - -
ANON - - -
NB: four interviewees wished to remain anonymous. Therefore, no 
information will be revealed about their backgrounds
Finally, three further ‘experts’ were chosen for interviews: Malcolm Hind of 
UKAS for his expertise in accreditation; Mike Emmott of the CIPD, in order to utilise 
his knowledge of a ‘best practice case study’ and provide a form of collaborative and 
inter-professional learning; and Chris Gribben of Ashridge Business School, due to 
his prior research into, and knowledge of the concept of CR professionalisation.
2.2.2. Analysis of CRG’s Members Survey
CRG’s Annual Members Survey is an online questionnaire, comprising 48 questions, 
all of which are used to help inform CRG’s organisational strategy. Of these 
questions, 7 of them were of use to this enquiry because they were concerned with 
the issue of professionalisation (see Appendix 1). The questions were a combination 
of open-ended and closed questions, which meant that personal views and insights, 
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as well as broad trends and themes could be distinguished (Powney and Watts, 
1987). This form of data collection was chosen to support my research, because it 
had the ability to generate a large sample of organisations and respondents, with 
differing views and concerns, and it was an efficient way of obtaining a large volume 
of data, at high speed and low cost (Snow and Thomas, 1994). On its own however, 
it was insufficient for fulfilling the research objectives. The very nature of 
questionnaires makes the examination of complex issues and opinions impracticable, 
because questionnaires can and “do not seek to engage with the data to gain new 
insights into the ways in which participants construct meaning and/or experience their 
world” (Willig, 2001, p.11).
2.2.3. Interviews
Interviewing participants served three purposes. Firstly, the unstructured nature of 
the interview and open-ended nature of the questions meant that a wide-ranging 
discussion was generated, with more meaningful responses than questionnaires 
allow (Valentine, 2005). An interview schedule was devised beforehand, using 
questions that were informed by extensive research and preliminary discussions with 
internship and academic supervisors, regarding the nature of the enquiry and the 
most appropriate way to approach the three primary research objectives/questions. 
The result was a number of questions which formed the foundations for semi-
structured interviews (see Appendix 2) which had a clearly defined purpose, albeit 
with some degree of flexibility in the wording and ordering of the questions (Robson 
1993). Occasionally however, during the process of the interview, the interview 
schedule was abandoned in favour of an unstructured interview, which promoted a 
more relaxed, free-flowing discussion, guided by the flow of conversation (Robson, 
1993). This relaxed approach to interview structure was premeditated, because in 
order to leave participants’ standpoints intact, it is necessary that the researcher 
commits to “an avoidance of preconceived schemes or frames of reference in relation 
to those [the researcher studies]” (Whittaker, 1996, p.311). As a result, the material 
yielded from the interviews was more detailed, comprehensive and honest than if a 
rigorous structure and leading questions based on the researcher’s predetermined 
objectives had been employed. 
Secondly, interviews evoke a greater sense of emotional receptivity and 
openness than questionnaires are capable of. Within the field of social enquiry, rarely 
are emotional connections between researcher and participant, and their 
implications, made explicit (Blackman, 2007), because academics frequently reason 
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that emotion is “epistemologically irrelevant” to research (Barter & Reynold, 2003: 
p.100), and consequently promotes a loss of legitimacy and repute. Contrary to this 
popular belief, researcher-participant attachment and interdependency was deemed 
to be advantageous on this occasion: shared emotion provides firm foundations for 
social reciprocity and interaction (Wentworth & Yardley, 1994), without which the 
objectives of an enquiry into the sensitive and potentially career-changing topic of 
professionalisation could not even begin to be answered. Nevertheless, due to time 
constraints on the part of the interviewees, several had to be interviewed by
telephone, which added a ‘dehumanising’ element to the interview, characterised by 
a greater sense of emotional detachment and diminished receptivity and candour. 
This is largely because in order to achieve high calibre qualitative research, the 
researcher must have the ability to attain a certain level of ‘sensitivity’ to the situation; 
“the ability to respond to the subtle nuances of, and cues to, meaning in the data” 
(Strauss and Corbin, 1998, p.35). It is difficult to achieve this over the telephone.
Lastly, interviewees were asked at the end of the interview if there were any 
issues or themes which our discussion had not yet covered, and on occasion, they 
drew my attention to areas of concern which I had not yet anticipated or accounted 
for in my questions. In effect, the research adopted a version of the “snowball” 
technique (see: Greenwood et al., 2002) in order to ensure that a large number of 
viewpoints and considerations had been embraced and explored to their full extent. 
This fulfils the principal aim of a qualitative researcher: to secure an understanding of 
as many different processes as possible during the time they are in the field (Seale et 
al., 2004).
The way that these interviews were analysed and interpreted was important, 
because in qualitative research, the researchers’ conclusions are often constructed 
on the basis of assumptions as well as the actual methods of obtaining the data 
(Knorr-Cetina, 1981), and therefore the way an author represents their research 
subject invariably gives voice to some aspects and silences others (Hardy and Clegg, 
1997). The processes through which this can occur include biases such as ‘holistic 
fallacy’: interpreting events as more congruent than they are in reality; ‘elite bias’: 
assigning greater weight and significance to the responses of more articulate or 
notable interviewees; and ‘going native’: which occurs when the researcher gets too 
involved in the research, thus losing all sense of perspective and objectivity (see: 
Miles and Huberman, 1994). In order to account for these biases, an arguably 
‘objective’ approach to interview analysis was adopted, in the form of ‘template 
analysis’ (King, 1998). Transcribed ‘scripts’ (see Appendix 3 for an example) of each 
conversation were highlighted and codified by hand according to certain themes, and 
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then cut up and rearranged in piles of those themes, or ‘templates’. This conceptual 
organisation of the data supported a coherent and organised analysis of the findings, 
and ensured that nothing that was essential to the enquiry was omitted (Crang, 
2005).
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CHAPTER THREE
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
This chapter aims to highlight the key findings of the CRG Member’s Survey and the 
various interviews, in relation to the research questions posed by the enquiry. In 
order to protect interviewees’ and their respective companies’ anonymity, no names 
will be used in the analysis, and no details will be revealed about their identity, over 
and above what they were willing to reveal in the interview itself. Only the individual 
‘experts’ (Chris Gribben, Ashridge; Malcolm Hind, UKAS; Mike Emmott, CIPD) are 
named.
3.1. The call for a CR profession
The Members Survey revealed that 58% of respondents believe that Corporate 
Responsibility should be recognised as a distinct profession, with 26% opposed to 
the idea, and 16% still unsure (see Figure 4). Chris Gribben terms this growing 
receptivity to the idea, the “CR-ification of business”, equating it to the growth of E-
Commerce within companies and the similar consequential drive for its integration 
into executive development. Of the minority that expressed negativity towards the 
concept of professionalisation, their rationale was largely that “CR should be a 
mainstream activity” and that companies should be questioning “how you make it 
relevant and integrated into the main business of the company, so that it’s at the front 
of business objectives, business scorecards, business strategy and so on”, rather 
than encouraging “the desire to break away and create a separate profession for 
CSR”. However, the numbers that expressed this view were insignificant.
Nevertheless, despite this majority vote for professionalisation, there was some 
evidence that practitioners are not yet unreservedly embracing the attributes that a 
professional field is necessarily associated with.  The data suggests that for CR to 
evolve into a profession centred on recognised standards and qualifications, there is 
still much work to be done; both structurally and attitudinally.
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Figure 4
Should CR be recognised as a distinct profession?
Critically, for some practitioners, the possession of specific qualifications has 
yet to become a prerequisite for a career in CR. When discussing the value of a 
recent recruitment to their CR team, one interviewee argued that it was their practical 
experience that set them apart from the other candidates:
“He’s got no academic CR experience. However, what he has got is practical 
experience of doing projects, and he’s got practical understanding of 
community issues and he’s got a very good knowledge of the business”.
Another contended that it is her experience that has earned her the position she has 
today, as a senior project manager:
“I’ve got twenty years experience in the work place and have worked in many 
different client environments…as a project manager, my breadth of 
experience…means I’m able to get things done…To be able to come along 
with a results-oriented attitude is really helpful”.
5826
16
Yes No Not Sure
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In accord, one interviewee maintained that if she were to seek other employment, 
then the fact that she has had six years experience running a CR department would 
be far more advantageous than holding a specific qualification.
For many CR practitioners, the conviction remains that the challenges they 
have to face on an everyday basis are “not an issue of competency [in an academic 
sense]…it’s the degree of engagement, innovation and innovative working practices” 
that make the difference. Several interviewees agreed that the attributes of a 
successful and competent CR practitioner, such as “being persuasive, being a good 
influence on people, but also being creative on how you think it might be valued” and 
“having good experience in business and understanding how the business works 
and…how to influence people” simply can not be taught. “The key for me now”, 
stated one interviewee, “is not so much about getting a qualification at the end of it, 
but more about making sure I’m keeping up with current best practice”.
Moreover, passively learning about CR is sometimes frowned upon by CR 
practitioners who believe that in this field, people can do far more by actively 
engaging:
“I’m sick and tired of people just talking about stuff…I’m not going to waste 
my time talking about it and learning about what people do and telling them 
about what I do…by the time I’ve done that I could have done some more 
stuff…The way to approach this is actually to just get on and do it”.
Others concurred, concluding that accredited professional standards could add an 
unnecessary distraction to the task in hand:
“I feel like corporate responsibility is about doing stuff…getting your hands 
dirty and actually changing things…we’re small focused teams and I think if 
we spent our time filling in questionnaires, indices, rankings and now 
accreditations, we might end up being distracted from our business as it were, 
and that would be the concern I’d have around what it would mean to be 
accredited”. 
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Another interviewee was of the same opinion, describing the potential for 
qualifications to represent: 
“just another stamp on a piece of paper, which if everyone gets it, doesn’t 
mean anything anyway…because I’m very results orientated, I don’t have a 
lot of patience for just theorising. I want to see where the right place to take 
action is”.
This negativity towards qualifications and professional standards is 
compounded by the fact that the field is still in an embryonic state, with little on offer 
in the way of qualifications, and thus practitioners are yet to comprehend the full 
range of benefits that these additions could bring to the profession: 
“I don’t know what the value at the moment of a professional CR qualification 
is, over and above the experience that they have got. I don’t know what it 
would add to the mix, to set a professional qualification that says that 
everyone has got to be of this standard”. 
This uncertainty regarding the current value of a professional qualification is 
intensified by the observation that there are already separate disciplines of expertise 
to draw on, negating the need for one over-arching professional standard. One 
anonymous interviewee for example, was unsure that her sector would ever need 
someone that was “CR qualified”, as she has requirements for a very narrow and 
specific suite of CR competencies that are already being handled by staff with 
credentials which are specific to their particular area of expertise. One interviewee 
pointed out that: 
“It becomes a bit more tricky when you look at corporate responsibility in its 
widest sense, because I think if you look at some of the sub-issues…there is 
a growing sense of professionalism around how they’re handled. So, for 
example, on climate change and carbon…how you measure it, how you 
manage it…that’s something that there’s a growing understanding [about] 
through each of their relevant bodies”.
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As a result, CR practitioners were often unsure about what a CR qualification would 
entail exactly: 
“I am not clear what you’re trying to professionalise. If I want an ISO 14001 
professional, then I go to the market and specify the skillset. If I want an 
environmental legal advisor then I’ll get an environmental lawyer. What am I 
asking for? What’s the demand for it? What’s the imperative for it?”.
There seems to be little imperative when the required specialists are already 
available. Furthermore, the means for obtaining the appropriate competencies are 
also already accessible:
“[Without accredited CR standards] how do I keep up to speed with current 
developments in corporate responsibility? I do that very much through things 
like the Corporate Responsibility Group, sharing best practice with peers and 
so on, and I do go on specific training courses. For example, the Cambridge 
Sustainability Learning Network, which actually does lead to a qualification”.
Several interviewees emphasised that the reason why various affiliates’ specialist 
knowledge must be drawn upon, and conferences and workshops teaching skills and 
competencies attended (and thus crucially, the explanation for why CR has not yet 
become, and perhaps never will become, a profession with one set of professional 
standards) is because the profession simply has too broad a remit:
“If you said to me design a suite of learnings for example, that are required to 
demonstrate that you’re a CR professional, I think I would struggle with that a 
bit, and I think that’s one of the rubbing points frankly. There’d be some 
generic skills that I’d expect someone to have…and there’d be some specific 
things around things like human rights, environmental management systems 
[EMS]…And when you start thinking around these competencies, it just 
seems like an enormous area…could you rationally expect a CR professional 
to be able to cover all of those areas?...would the expectation be that I 
became an EMS expert as part of my CR role or is it okay for me to have 
people in the company that are experts?”.
It is unsurprising that nearly half of the respondents to the CRG Members 
Survey (48%) believed that establishing an accreditation process for CR practitioners 
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may enhance their professional standing, but isn’t really essential for the future of the 
discipline. Moreover, a slightly larger proportion of respondents (26%) deemed 
accreditation to be completely unnecessary for CR, compared to 22% that thought 
that accreditation would be essential to give CR the status and recognition it 
deserves within business and organisations.
However, there is some scope for growth in the importance of accredited 
standards, because despite the present focus on hands-on experience, qualifications 
do presently serve a purpose (albeit diminutive) in the CR recruitment process, and 
can even sometimes be the defining attribute that secures a position for the 
practitioner:
“I use qualifications to prove that someone has a level of education and skills 
and competence…Obviously with certain organisations…there is a minimum 
education standard that is required. Under that circumstance, if I was looking 
at candidate A and candidate B, if candidate B had those qualifications in a 
vocational route to CR, then that’s what I’d look for”.
One interviewee on the other hand, insisted that it’s not the weighting of qualifications 
to practical experience that is important for CR practitioners; rather:
“the biggest thing is to demonstrate that they have the capability to do it. Part 
of that is qualifications, part of it is experience, and so on…you’re just looking 
for evidence that they’ve got the capabilities”.
However, despite acknowledgment that qualifications have the potential to 
“get you through the door”, these qualifications “do not have to be specific to CR”. 
Nevertheless, notwithstanding practitioners’ consensus that specific CR accreditation 
is not vital to the future of the discipline, 67% of respondents to the Members Survey 
would be very interested or somewhat interested in pursuing certification for 
themselves if CRG or another independent body were to establish a formal 
accreditation process, and 69% would be very interested or somewhat interested in 
such opportunities if accreditation were given to academic and training courses for 
CR (see Figure 5). One interviewee summarised this attitude in her admission that 
despite her aversion to formal qualifications, “if the accreditation process was 
relatively simple then I probably would go for it just to have it and if it became best 
practice then I would probably do it”. This statement supports the notion that if CR 
were accredited, practitioners could become more accepting of the fact that that 
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recognised standards in CR do have the potential to offer the ‘best practice’ solutions 
that experience alone can not achieve. This has already been recognised by an
interviewee, who since gaining his PhD, has looked more favourably on CR 
qualifications:
“It gives that extra bit of professionalism. But on an individual level, how I 
approach the job and I strategise etc, it’s got a very profound impact…it sort 
of changed the whole approach to it [CR]. And all that was a result of the 
doctorate. …it really has had a big impact. You’d want your money back if it 
didn’t”
Figure 5
Practitioner interest in seeking accreditation for self and in accredited academic and 
training courses
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Moreover, Chris Gribben (Ashridge) is certainly not alone in his assertion that:
“there is definitely a role for executive development for corporate 
responsibility practitioners, and I think one of the things that we certainly see 
is a real need for a lot of extra development by CR professionals…Anything 
that increases capacity for executive development is a good thing”. 
One interviewee echoed this belief, by stating, “I think it’s important that CSR is 
professionalised and has got accreditation…I think the more you can do to 
professionalise CSR the better, so it’s up there alongside other key areas of 
professional discipline”. Conversely, another interviewee did not think that 
accreditation and professionalisation would be necessary in order to raise the profile 
of the discipline, because it is already understood to be valuable within business. 
Instead, she stated that “it’s more from a personal development perspective that 
having accreditation gives individuals something to work towards”. Another 
interviewee raised a third motive for professional standards: “There needs to be one 
agenda for one business, channeled through a professional team”.
3.1.1. The call for CRG’s involvement in the professionalisation process
There were mixed responses regarding the desire for CRG to be involved in the 
professionalisation process, both from the respondents of the Member’s Survey, and 
the interviewees. In fact, opinions on the issue of the formation of a professional body 
were so split in the survey, that an equal proportion of respondents stated that they 
would welcome a professional body within CRG; would like to see CRG collaborate 
with another organisation; and do not see the need for a professional body at all 
(27% respectively). Similarly, practitioners’ aspirations to obtain certification were not 
influenced by whether this certification was offered by CRG or an outside academic 
institution, with similar proportions reporting an interest in both routes to accreditation 
(67% and 69% respectively). Therefore, the results of the survey were inconclusive 
on this matter.
Comparable ambiguities revealed themselves in the interviews in the form of 
several extremes of opinion. One interviewee for example, despite his general 
support for professionalisation and the pursuit of accreditation, asserted that these 
issues are not within CRG’s remit:
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“I’m not sure that it’s CRG’s role to do it, it could be done elsewhere…CRG I 
see very much as a network of practitioners sharing best practice, and 
supporting each other. It’s not anything more than that”.
There was evidence that more interviewees however, were in support of CRG’s role 
in the process: “CRG, well it’s full of practitioners isn’t it obviously so we might have a 
good idea about what to do”. Several other interviewees were also attracted to the 
idea of practitioners having a sense of ownership over the professionalisation 
process, believing that: “it’s important that it’s developed in a credible way by CR 
professionals, hand in hand with a professional body, so I would like CRG to be 
involved in that process”. Moreover, it was noted that “it’s pretty non-profit and 
inexpensive, which makes it easier for people to be involved. It’s a pretty unbiased 
company”. 
In contrast, a few appeared unconcerned about where professional 
accredited standards might come from. One new member to CRG stated, “I think it 
would just be really great to establish a best practice and a body that represented 
everyone in their work. I’m not too bothered how it’s set up”.
There was one line of reasoning that participants did seem to be in 
agreement over, however: that they would not like to see another organisation 
pursue professionalisation and form their own professional body. This was verified by 
the fact that only 11.24% of the survey respondents selected this option. When asked 
how interested they would be in seeing CRG assume the role of a professional body, 
one interviewee proclaimed, “I wouldn’t want it to be [another organisation], let’s put it 
that way!”. This feeling was echoed by many, who felt that “if [another organisation]
decided they were going to develop this then it would become more pressing for 
CRG to take it on board”. Accordingly, some interviewees expressed the opinion that 
CRG should pursue the subject with a degree of urgency, in order to create and 
maintain their status as the sole regulator of the profession:
“There’s an issue here about taking the lead and being the first to market. I 
mean [CRG have] done this so they must be keen, but in a way, if they want it 
to happen, they go and talk to people, they talk to someone else and then 
collaborate with somebody else and nick their idea. I’m looking from a purely
selfish point of view, as a business person. They’ve got a good number of 
members; they should just take the lead and get on with it really”.
48
Others were in agreement, stating that “Whereas at the moment there are people 
talking about it and it’s something that could evolve, there’s not really a big drive”, 
however, “if it became higher on the agenda then I really think that CRG should be in 
there or indeed leading it”.
3.2. Potential approaches to professionalisation
The interviewees were very open with their advice to CRG regarding how they should 
advance (or otherwise) the professionalisation process. Those that were negative 
about CRG’s commitment to the subject suggested that the organisation should 
consider taking a back seat, at least for the time being:
“I think the best way for CRG to support the academic and other courses that 
are available is to provide feedback for members-maybe a star system. But 
based on member’s feedback, not a formal accreditation system”.
Another interviewee had the same suggestion: “I don’t know if through the 
accreditation scheme there could be an approved list of advisors in X, Y and Z…I 
guess kind of like a brokering scheme”. Not only would this provide an invaluable 
resource to CR professionals, but it: 
“might be the first step to identify where there’s a real need for professional 
accreditation…it would become obvious, that’s the first area we need to 
concentrate on getting the professional qualification in because there’s a big 
demand in the market…it would help to identify where to start with this 
professional qualifications rather than try and create it in the abstract, which 
may as well just be muted across the board…That might be something that 
CRG are well equipped to carry out, so approach the journey to 
‘professionalism’ from market demand, from that business imperative”.
For those that expressed positivity regarding CRG’s involvement in the 
professionalisation process, their sentiments also usually came with a warning:
“I guess if you’re starting to rank why people are either good or bad, you’d 
need to prove that you’re doing that appropriately and in a way that’s inclusive 
of the people around the table…it would be great to see CRG in that work, but 
you would need some kind of third party input”.
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Others also expressed the need for an “independent input into that process”, 
because “there could potentially be some credibility issues in terms of CR 
professionals accrediting CR professionals”. Thus, some articulated the opinion that 
because of the nature of its membership, CRG “should have some voice in affirming 
what a qualification should look like”, but that “it should not own the professional 
qualification”. These sentiments however, did not detract from an overall desire for 
CRG to “lead or steer the launch of a professional qualification in the area” and 
become “visibly recognised by more stakeholders and more stakeholder groups…as 
a single industry body voiced for CSR”.
Interviewees were also vociferous about the form an accredited standard 
should take, and how CRG should approach it if it were to be implemented. 
Suggestions included:
· Defining the core components of CSR and how it is going to evolve 
before stating what practitioners need to know.
· Defining the Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) needed for successful 
CR, taking into account the variety of industries that are represented.
· Defining the competencies needed for successful CR, taking into 
account that practitioners need three things: 1-knowledge around 
specific CR issues such as reporting and engagement; 2-
understanding of business functions and systems; 3-having the skills 
to influence and engage with colleagues. 
· Ensuring competencies are congruent with firm strategy; “I think 
sometimes you’ve got to remember you’re working in corporate 
responsibility, and it’s got to fit well in the corporate world or it won’t 
succeed”.
· Ensuring professional qualifications reflect reality; are adaptable to 
changes in the CR agenda; and responsive to what has happened in 
society. This would require an extensive, ongoing body of research 
and collaboration.
· Ensuring professional standards are appropriate for people with a 
broad range of backgrounds and experience:
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“there’s probably a variety of products that are useful for specific 
individuals at specific points in their career. I think the problem comes 
when you look at the notion about one thing is going to fit all industrial 
sectors, geographical spreads, different perceptions of the role…I know 
there are several MAs or MBAs in CR, and I think there’s a market for 
those, but I think looking at meeting the needs of the practitioner 
community, those sorts of highly specialised things are going to be…a 
very small percentage of the market” (Chris Gribben, Ashridge).
· And arguably, most importantly, recognising that “the manager seldom 
fails through a lack of knowledge, but an inability to apply that 
knowledge appropriately” (Chris Gribben, Ashridge).
3.2.1. Advice from a best-practice case study; inter-professional learning with 
the CIPD
Mike Emmott accentuated the importance of CRG investigating to “see what kind of 
allies or where it can find a bit of advice, help and support from an existing body” in 
the pursuit of professionalisation, and provided a credible justification for drawing on 
the CIPD for this means. His contention was that the CIPD and CRG would provide 
an ideal collaborative or inter-professional learning environment because there is a 
substantial amount of common ground between the disciplines of HR and CR, and “a 
fair amount of mutual good will come because in many way our agendas do overlap 
and we can be useful to each other”. He illustrated his argument with a description of 
a recent research drive within the accountancy firm, PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC), 
to discover and report on the ways that HR can support CR. Obviously, “they are only 
going to do things that they think will make money, and one of the things…is offering 
consultancy on the links between HR and CSR”. The CIPD would also be a useful 
source of knowledge for CRG because of the success that it has experienced since 
its inception: since Mike joined the organisation in 1996, it’s membership has grown 
from 80,000 to 132,000, representing about 50% of the entire HR community.
Part of this inter-professional learning could involve an exploration of the 
successful elements of the CIPD’s set-up as a professional association, and 
emulating them within CRG. Mike explains that “we are, in many ways, a bit of an 
unusual membership body”, but that their idiosyncrasies have helped to increase 
their success. In order to successfully “guard the truth” and “represent the leading 
edge of what it is to be in HR”, the organisation is divided into three departments. 
51
Firstly, ‘Research and Policy’, which adds to the “constant flow of up to date 
knowledge about practice and about evidence to say what a practicing HR person 
needs to know”, and keeps members up to date through the medium of a members’ 
website, library facilities and a legal helpline. This arm of CIPD also “represents the 
institute to the rest of the world” through responses to consultations, writing articles 
and giving interviews to the media. Secondly, there is the “commercial arm” which 
makes money from conferences and training. These opportunities are open to 
members and non-members, and “help to keep the institute afloat by producing a 
surplus of income over expenditure and helping to keep the subscriptions down”. 
Thirdly, there is the “voluntary, charitable arm” which oversees membership and 
education. It is only when all three departments work together and contribute, that the 
CIPD is able to “increase the profile of the HR profession”. 
The other way that inter-professional learning could assist CRG, is through an 
analysis of the problems that CIPD have encountered as a professional institution, 
and an exploration of how they overcome these ideas, or how they believe CRG 
could tackle them differently. Mike’s advice is summarised in Appendix 4.
3.2.2. Advice from an accreditation institution; how to approach accreditation 
with UKAS.
UKAS, as the UK’s national accreditation body, is not only a recommended source of 
advice in the professionalisation process, but a statutory requirement, in order for 
CRG to gain their license to practice as an accreditation body. Malcolm Hind explains 
that the institution provides:
“recognition of competence of organisations that then perform specific tasks 
like inspection testing certification. So, if you like, we assess the 
assessors…we assess the conformity of assessment organisations…and 
then we check them for competence so that they can then go out and offer 
their services to business and they can do that with confidence, they can say 
we’re UKAS accredited”. 
UKAS accreditation has provided assurance for and elevated the status of several 
national standards, such as the quality management standard ISO9001 and the 
Environmental Management Standard, ISO 14001. When pursuing certification using 
these standards, “business would almost always look for a certification body that is 
UKAS accredited so they know they’ve got the chain and everything in line. Most of 
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our work is done to standards and this shows, and we have government recognition. 
That’s why we use the Royal Crown as the National Accreditation Body in this area”.
There are several different ways that UKAS could pursue this form of 
accreditation for the CR profession: they could accredit CRG, making it the 
conformity assessment body, assessing individuals and/or businesses on their 
professional standards. Alternatively, CRG could contract out the certification of 
people to another organisation (perhaps an educational institution or course 
provider), thereby standing to one side and becoming the scheme sponsor and 
owner; the developer of the standard and its specifications. Malcolm suggests that 
this latter route could be preferable if large numbers of people would be interested in 
seeking certification: “CRG might not be able to cope with all those assessments, so 
they could contract it out to one or a variety of organisations that could cover the 
whole country”. 
Whichever route CRG takes, it will be important to note that most professional 
organisations base their professional standards on the attainment of qualifications. 
However, Malcolm asserts that “ the difference between that [other professions] and 
this [CR] is that this is much more based on competence, so we’re actually looking 
and checking to make sure…the person really knows what they’re talking about, they 
really understand and that they keep up to date”. He therefore recommends the 
provision of an annual reassessment, rather than one static qualification. 
The “absolute fundamental bedrock” of this scheme would involve defining 
what constitutes best practice and what the CR profession looks for in a ‘good’ CR 
practitioner. Only when this has been discussed and settled on, can “how you check 
and measure it…fall into place”. However, this is a hard task, as “CR means different 
things to almost everybody you talk to”. Therefore, UKAS would be able to offer its
impartial advice without pushing CRG in one way or another. The danger is, 
however, that “people could feel they want a more flexible scheme [which doesn’t 
involve UKAS accreditation]. Then you have to ask yourself…does it mean anything 
if it’s that flexible, does it mean anything to anybody? It becomes just becomes…a 
sinecure”. However, in Malcolm’s experience:
“what tends to happen though is a bit further down the line people start to say 
well, how is this checked and what does this actually mean…people say well 
maybe we should have a bit more process behind it and a bit more 
accreditation or assessment going on…after pressure from the market place”.
Another problem that CRG may have to face up to is the fact that UKAS 
accreditation comes at a price. Malcolm explains, “we have to charge the 
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organisations for the privilege of being credited…We’re not a profit-making 
organisation but we have to cover our costs”. CRG could overcome this by passing 
those costs down to the professionals they are assessing, or if they decide to 
sponsor another organisation to carry out certification, there would be financial 
implications. Again, this could persuade CRG to opt for a more flexible scheme which 
does not need UKAS’s input because it would cost less, but Malcolm contends that it 
is UKAS’s “rigour” that would make it worth it.
If the UKAS route were decided upon, the biggest hurdle for CRG to cross in 
their journey would be “agreeing on what [the scheme] should be and what it should 
look like and how it should be done”. However, Malcolm contends that CRG is taking 
the correct approach by:
“going round actually talking to people who are practitioners to see what they 
really want, because I think people have to want to do this…There has to be a 
will, you can’t really force people to do this, so I think that will have a bearing 
on it”.
3.3. Potential implications of professionalisation
When asked to describe what the notion of ‘professionalisation’ and ‘professionalism’ 
meant to them, the majority of the interviewees framed the concept in a positive light. 
One had worked in tandem with other recently professionalised fields, and 
experienced first-hand the repercussions of the emerging structure which adds 
support to professional development:
“I have to think in terms of context, of say for instance the CIPD or the 
Chartered Management Institute, and I think it’s about a community of 
practice which is underpinned by a kind of framework for development…I 
think the framework is kind of how you develop [as a professional]”.
This notion of a “framework for development” was expanded upon by another 
anonymous interviewee, who described the professionalisation process as:
“…giving structure to the role that I do. It’s a skill-set, it’s a role description, it’s 
a set of minimum requirements, it’s a degree of competency and a degree of 
experience…I think saying in order to fill a position, this is the kind of 
framework you are looking for”.
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Of the components of this framework, defining the various competencies and skills 
needed to carry out the role of a CR practitioner, was central to most interviewees’
descriptions of a professional field. However, there were several different takes on 
the issue, with some describing professionalisation as the development of: 
“qualifications or some kind of certificate that you take within your area of 
professionalism” in order to “merit being given the title of professional”; others as the 
formation of “accepted standards in terms of knowledge, skills and ethical conduct”; 
or a “benchmark of levels of understanding around what professional development 
they need in different dimensions of CSR”. Some described the attainment of 
accepted qualifications, standards and benchmarks as a way of elevating the 
credibility of the profession:
“..around what commitment you make in an organisation, and doing what you 
say you’re going to do accurately and transparently…for us I think we’d be 
able to say we know exactly what our footprint is…it’s accurately measured, it 
represents the whole business, and we’ve made a commitment to XYZ and 
we’re going to hit them… There’s been a hell of a lot of hype and headlines 
around the agenda, which in my mind isn’t very professional – it’s a 
greenwash. So I think professionalisation is applying a combination of 
business acumen and environmental understanding to setting realistic goals 
that the organisation can achieve and people can understand what to expect”.
In essence, “it’s working with likeminded people to improve the reputation and the 
standing of [the discipline], and essentially have people identify what you do”. 
However, the reputation and credibility endowed on professionals by 
qualifications, standards and benchmarks would be undermined if the professional 
was unable to “demonstrate that you’ve absorbed that training and that you can 
actually use it in your workplace”. This involves aligning professional CR objectives 
with the strategy of the corporation:
“If you look to a professional CSR person, then they have to be realistic about 
how they can help the company maximise its positive impact on society and 
also how they get returns on doing that”.
One interviewee however, expressed a degree of dissatisfaction with what the 
concept of professionalisation connotes, articulating that they were unhappy with the 
idea of a “more structured definition of what the role is, with a minimum expectation 
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of experience, skill and competency”. Their reasoning was that the breadth of 
professional backgrounds that practitioners in the field have come from, is one of the 
positive aspects of the field, and they don’t want to see this disappear: 
“It’s very difficult to say that someone is being more successful in CR 
because they come from an HR background, or an IT background, because 
it’s such a broad agenda”.
As well as being questioned about what professionalisation means to them, 
interviewees were asked a series of associated questions about what the effects of 
professionalisation may be. Survey respondents were also given latitude to comment 
on this if they so wished, in their responses to the open-ended questions (see: 
Appendix 1). The most common responses are displayed in Appendix 5.
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CHAPTER FOUR
DISCUSSION
Questionnaire and interview analysis revealed that there were mixed feelings about 
the professionalisation of CR, although there seemed to be more positivity towards 
CRG’s role in the process than negativity. However, the research also highlighted 
that there are a range of issues that CRG would have to consider, and problems that 
it would have to overcome, if it is to pursue professionalisation in a way which is both 
effective in carrying out its objectives, and promotes confidence and trust in CRG as 
a professional body.
4.1. Determining the demand for CRG to pursue professionalisation and 
accreditation
Opinions regarding CRG’s role in the professionalisation process were so varied that 
the report could reach no solid conclusions regarding whether practitioners generally 
believe that CRG should become the singular representative professional body for 
CR, or think they should collaborate with another organisation; or whether CRG 
should offer certification or contract out this process to an academic institution. These 
are issues that the wider feasibility study would have to explore more thoroughly. 
However, there was a clear resolution that if someone were to take control of the 
process, then CRG should be the body to do it. This could be because, based on the 
premises of Bartlett et al. (2007) and Greenwood et al. (2002), through its ongoing 
research; forum for exchanging knowledge and ideas; events and discussions which 
encourage interaction and debate; and enthusiasm to challenge the ‘norm’ and 
further the case for CR, CRG is already displaying some of the qualities of a 
successful professional body. Furthermore, as several interviewees highlighted, due 
to its ‘ownership’ by CR practitioners, it has already attained the hallmarks of trust 
(Parkan, 2007) and legitimacy (Bartlett et al., 2007) that are imperative to the 
acquisition of professional autonomy. Thus, it seems the pursuit of means by which 
to monitor compliance with “normatively and coercively sanctioned expectations” 
such as “training and education, hiring and certification, and ceremonies and 
celebration” (Greenwood et al., 2002, p.62) are the only roles left for CRG to fulfil, in 
order to be displaying the full suite qualities that are expected of a professional body. 
On the other hand, it must be noted that there are likely to be bias effects due to the 
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fact that the sample was drawn from a pool of CRG members. Therefore, this
research does not take into account the views of practitioners who are unaffiliated 
with CRG, and would perhaps judge the body’s role in the process from a more 
cynical and less partial viewpoint. Nevertheless, as noted in the methodology, the 
sample of practitioners were drawn from a variety of backgrounds with a range of 
experience, and thus they were likely to hold varying opinions about what 
professionalisation constitutes and requires, and thus differing beliefs regarding what 
CRG’s role should be in the process.
Irrespective of the explicit role that the CRG board eventually chooses to 
assume, the data suggests that in order for CR practitioners to embrace the 
attributes of a profession, several transformations would have to take place within the 
field of CR, before it is able to assume the form and function of a profession. These 
transformations would have to embrace both the structural aspects of the discipline, 
including the way that CR employment is administered, and some of the attitudinal 
characteristics of CR practitioners themselves. This is crucial, because without the 
correct structural and attitudinal requirements, occupations are unable to acquire the 
social mandate to operate as a profession (Hughes, 1971) and CRG will be unable 
claim legitimate jurisdiction over a set of professional tasks (Abbott, 1988). Despite 
the disagreement between academics regarding the attitudinal and structural 
preconditions for the formation of professional autonomy (see: Kleingartner, 1967; 
Becker and Stern, 1973), it is generally agreed that professionalisation is associated 
with the production of knowledge, the development of a code of ethics and 
certification (Becker and Stern, 1973). Indisputably therefore, a profession’s
foundations are built upon standardised competencies and for the practitioner, 
attaining a professionally accredited qualification is a prerequisite to becoming a 
‘professional’. However, current practitioners, both from the philosophical standpoint 
as an employer and as an employee in the field of CR, are not yet ready to embrace 
this professional requirement, considering practical experience and “learning from the 
real world” to be just as valuable, if not more so (Gribben and Wilson, 2005, p.5) in 
both the recruitment procedure and the process of career progression. This 
sentiment is supported by several common opinions that were revealed during the 
interview process, which included the belief that:
· CR skills and competencies must be learnt and can not be taught; 
“CSR and Sustainable Development require more than just academic 
knowledge and technical skills. Personal qualities, attitudes and 
mindsets also play a critical role” (CSR Europe and EABiS, 2003, p.9).
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· Professional standards will not increase competence, because CR 
courses “are nothing more than a series of anecdotes or intuitions” 
(Bowie, 1991, p. 22).
· There is little imperative to become ‘CR qualified’, when there are 
already individual subject-matter experts that provide advice and 
support within the distinct fields that make up CR.
· There are already enough ways of acquiring knowledge of best 
practice, learning competences and skills, and obtaining professional 
guidance on offer. 
· CR qualifications would create new “administrative burdens” (Dunnett, 
2005, p.9) for practitioners who have very little time to spare as it 
stands. 
This reluctance to dedicate time to undertaking specific CR qualifications could be 
attributable to companies finding it difficult to identify the ‘right’ people to manage 
their CR programmes, leading some to question whether the competencies that 
business education provides may not correspond with what is currently expected of 
CR practitioners (Murray, Financial Times, 2003); it could be a priority issue; it could 
be an issue of tradition and resistance to change. However, the true rationale behind 
this negativity towards CR qualifications will not be known until CRG have carried out 
a more thorough investigation into the issue. 
Moreover, even when practitioners reasoned that accredited standards 
should be adopted for CR, their justification was often impeded by the debate over 
“the criteria of admission, legitimate practice and proper conduct of the profession” 
(Dean, 1997, p.1643); in other words whether the profession would be able to 
establish such standards in the first place. CR is “inherently vague and ambiguous, 
both in theory and in practice” (Coelho et al., 2003, p.15), as well as openly 
responsive to different actors’ perceptions of its meaning and purpose (Birch and 
Moon, 2004) and this ‘definition dilemma’ raises too many unanswerable questions 
about the explicit competencies required to be a ‘successful’ CR practitioner (Wilson 
et al., 2006).
Essentially, there is at present, little appeal for accredited standards for the 
profession. Nevertheless, interestingly, if this form of certification was to be offered to 
the CR community, most practitioners would be interested in making use of it. 
Perhaps this is because, as the members survey revealed, despite the fact that a 
large proportion of current CRG members believe that accreditation is not vital for 
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CR’s future, they recognise the fact that professionalisation may enhance their 
standing as professionals in their field by helping to “ascertain and accomplish the 
underlying goals of CR” (Vogel, 2006, p.172) and protecting the field from unqualified 
practitioners (Dean, 1997). Thus, as one interviewee articulated, if achieving 
certification became popularised as a form of best practice, then CR practitioners 
would be far more receptive to the idea. Additionally, in view of the fact that a large 
part of the negativity which currently shrouds the notion of accredited CR standards 
is attributable to uncertainty about the imperatives for accreditation, and a lack of 
understanding regarding what exactly is being professionalised, how and why, there 
is a possibility that negative attitudes could be overturned as the feasibility study 
progresses and CRG are able to inform members of the incentives for 
professionalisation and accreditation, and exactly how these developments can be 
achieved.
Indeed, the potential for a greater acceptance of accreditation is already 
evident. Qualifications do currently play a part (albeit small) in the CR recruitment 
process, although these credentials do not have to be explicit to CR, and 
practitioners are beginning to appreciate the benefits that certification can create. 
Amongst various positive acknowledgements made by practitioners was the idea that 
accreditation is often accompanied by a greater sense of “professionalism”, which is 
associated with:
“Competence and pride in one’s work, emphasis on an intellectual approach, 
trustworthiness, focus on disinterested service to society, commitment to 
ethical behaviour, and accountability” (Parkan, 2003, p.81). 
Certification was also associated with “personal development” and the recognition 
that:
“People need the right skills and competences to respond to the challenges -
and the opportunities - of CSR and Sustainable Development…people need 
to understand the topic if they are to bring it to life…” (CSR Europe and 
EABiS, 2003, p.9).
Practitioners were aware that professionalisation has the potential to increase the
credibility of CR, allowing it to be equated with other respected, professionalised 
fields, thus helping to endow CR with the reward of authority, privileges and higher 
status that are associated with superior commitment to competence (Hughes, 1958). 
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This latter stance is particularly indicative of a movement towards professionalisation, 
because a growing appreciation amongst practitioners, that social and professional 
recognition is preferable to monetary reward is one of the principal attitudinal 
prerequisites of a professional field (Parsons, 1939).
4.2. Advice for CRG to acknowledge
A few interviewees advised that CRG should take a less regulatory and controlling, 
and more laissez-faire and advisory role in the promotion of a CR profession, which 
suggests that they do not at present want the status of the CR practitioner, or the role 
of CRG to be completely redefined. The rationale behind this attitude could be that at 
present, the practice of CR is a voluntary decision on the part of the individual 
corporation, and in the absence of the legitimisation and definition of requirements by 
outside institutions, a generally liberal and individualistic approach to CR has ensued 
(Matten and Moon, 2008), which, according to the interviewees has reinforced some 
of the ‘positive’ aspects of the discipline such as “flexibility”; “diversity” and 
“applicability to context”. Equally, it could be because practitioners are content with 
the services currently offered to CRG members, and with CRG’s role as a CR 
learning forum, and believe that if CRG were to pursue professionalisation, this 
feature of the body may be abandoned, or diminish in importance. If this were the 
case, it would be important for CRG to ensure that members still had access to the 
services that are currently provided for them, and which attracted them to become 
members in the first place. Any suggestion that CRG should abstain from becoming a 
qualified professional body however, did not detract from a general desire for CRG to 
“lead or steer the launch of a professional qualification in the area” and become 
“visibly recognised by more stakeholders and more stakeholder groups…as a single 
industry body voiced for CSR”. 
One opinion which was restated time and again was the need for third party, 
independent input in order to inform the professionalisation process and ensure it is 
carried out in a comprehensive, methodical and suitable manner. One common way 
that this input is attained is through the process of inter-professional learning which 
can help to ascertain exactly what the “aspects of good professional practice are” 
(Evetts, 1999, p.127). There is certainly some opportunity for this type of learning and 
collaboration with the CIPD, due to the various similarities between the human 
resources and CR professions, as well as the comparable aspirations of the CIPD 
and CRG. However, despite a distinct set of prerequisites for the formation of 
professional autonomy, the professionalisation process inherently comprises ‘‘a 
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complex [set] of characteristics’’ with many disciplines ‘‘exhibiting some but not all of 
those features’’ (Carr-Saunders and Wilson, 1964, p.284). Furthermore, the 
processes by which these features are developed are “sectorally, historically and 
culturally diverse and variable” (Evetts, 1999, p.122). Thus, it would be important for 
CRG to explore some other methods of professionalisation, and disparate advice 
from an array of professional bodies before they made any decisions on their 
approach to the issue. Limiting themselves to a solitary relationship of this kind with 
the CIPD could limit their chances of success; what may have worked for the CIPD 
may not necessarily prove effective for CRG.
As well as relationships with professional bodies, CRG would need to build up 
relationships with the various bodies and services involved in the accreditation 
process. UKAS in particular, would be instrumental in any decisions that the CRG 
board made, because of the financial implications associated with attaining 
accreditation: CRG will either be able to afford it, or it won’t. Furthermore, UKAS, as 
the UK’s national accreditation body will have a wealth of knowledge regarding the 
best approach to professional standards for the CR profession. At present, Malcolm 
Hind suggests that contracting out the certification process might be a preferable 
solution as CRG would be inundated with applications for CR practitioners wishing to 
seek certification, and as a small body, CRG may not be equipped to cope with this. 
However, it is important to note that the CIPD have full ownership of their 
qualification, and they have proven to be incredibly successful as a professional 
body.
It is also important to appreciate that “the initial education and training of 
professionals cannot hope to provide all of the skills, knowledge and expertise 
needed in a professional career” (Evetts, 1999, p.126), especially in fields 
reminiscent of CR, which are characterised by their continual changeability, 
expansion and progression. Thus, there is a growing emphasis on the need for 
professional practitioners to undertake continuing professional development (CPD) or 
life-long learning, supported by ongoing research and development within the 
respective professional and accreditation bodies to produce up-to-date and relevant 
qualifications and/or competency frameworks (Evetts, 1999). In addition, practitioners
emphasised the importance of defining the correct range of ‘competencies’ before 
embarking on accreditation, and then ensuring that these are accessible to all 
members as well as “all industrial sectors, geographical spreads, different 
perceptions of the role”. Fortuitously, UKAS, in association with the BSI can provide
flexible solutions to accreditation and would be able to support both CPD and a range 
of approaches to creating a professional standard.
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4.3. Establishing the potential implications for CR practitioners and the 
profession as a whole
In terms of defining what the concept of ‘professionalisation’ meant to them, there 
was a general consensus that professionalism was associated with positive 
connotations: providing a framework for development; giving structure to the role; 
increasing credibility; achieving common, high standards. In other words, current CR 
practitioners associate professionalisation with an accruement of competencies: 
‘attitudes’, ‘knowledge’ and ‘skills’, which when defined have the potential to endow 
CR practitioners with an understanding of what is essential in order to reach 
improved levels of performance and excellence (Wilson, 2003). However, 
interviewees reported no resolute or established definition of the concept. This could 
be because professionalisation, by its very nature is ‘‘a complex set of 
characteristics’’ with many disciplines ‘‘exhibiting some but not all of those features’’ 
(Carr-Saunders and Wilson, 1964, p.284). Moreover, the CR profession’s ability to 
defy definition is compounded by the fact that the field of CR itself is also widely 
contested and subject to a variety of definitions (Moon, 2002a; Coelho et al., 2003). 
One interviewee expressed that they are "not sure what you’re trying to 
professionalise”. This represents a fundamental flaw to the study: how are 
practitioners able to accurately discuss the pros and cons of professionalisation if the 
CR occupation is by its very nature, indefinable; when the roles of CR practitioners 
are varied, and can not be placed in any particular ‘box’; when there is uncertainty 
regarding what the professionalisation of this ambiguous field would involve, and how 
CRG could embark on a definition of the role, and suggestion of the appropriate ‘CR 
competencies’ in the first place? This widespread disagreement regarding what CR 
stands for, represents a substantial hurdle that must be crossed before the field of 
CR can label itself a coherent and unified profession (see: Frankental, 2007). Thus, 
CRG would have to come to some kind of resolution over these issues if they decide 
to pursue the subject further.
Interestingly, practitioners did not associate professionalisation with the 
development of a code of ethics, which according to Becker and Stern (1973) is one 
of the three most important structural requirements of professionalisation. These 
codes of conduct are vital to the formation of a successful professional body, 
because they transmit legitimacy, credibility, trust and faith in the discipline (Hoivik, 
2002). Perhaps if practitioners were aware that professionalisation was involved with 
the formation of a code of ethics, in addition to competency testing (Cullen, 1978) 
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and compliance with professional standards (Greenwood, 1972), then they would 
have been even more supportive of the development.
Interviewees identified numerous potential positive implications of 
professionalisation, suggesting that many current practitioners are of the opinion that:
“Much more can be achieved where there is education and training, to impart 
essential knowledge and skills. In CSR and Sustainable Development, these 
include factual knowledge such as an appreciation of environmental factors or 
company law, plus technical abilities such as communications skills” (CSR 
Europe and EABiS, 2003, p.9).
However, interviewees also recognised the difficulties associated with the enormous 
breadth and diversity to the roles and responsibilities of the average CR practitioner, 
which exacerbates CR’s propensity to defy categorisation (DTI/CRG, 2003). 
Globalisation has increased the quantity and magnitude of risks attached to business 
activity, and necessitated that corporate leaders employ a wide variety of 
environmental, social and political skills, as well as the more traditional business 
techniques such as accounting and finance, if they are to be successful (Lenssen 
and Lacy, 2007). CR has consequently become an umbrella term, overlapping with 
some, and indistinguishable from other business disciplines (Matten and Crane, 
2005), and therefore to some, the formation of one, individual, cohesive profession 
will a- be difficult to achieve; b- is not really needed, and c- may lead to a loss of 
diversity. However, it is precisely this ambiguity and absence of a unified sense of 
reasoning which causes CR to remain “inherently vague and ambiguous, both in 
theory and in practice” (Coelho et al., 2003, p.15). Furthermore, currently, “the 
precise manifestation and direction of the responsibility lies at the discretion of the 
corporation” (Matten and Moon, 2008, p.3), and in ill-defined situations, CR 
practitioners are not always able to select the appropriate strategies to resolve them 
(Dean, 1997). Thus, some interviewees identified adding “an element of 
commonality”; “conferring common understandings” and producing “standard 
benchmarks from which to judge competencies” as some of the more positive 
implications of professionalisation. There seems to be some conflict between the 
belief that the role of the CR practitioner is enhanced by its flexibility and 
indeterminate boundaries, and the belief that standardised training is imperative to 
the field of CR. The irony is that flexibility is important in order to ensure CR activity is 
adaptable to context, the expectations put on business transactions within the CR 
sector should remain consistent (Doane, 2002).
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Another important concern that the interview process revealed, was 
connected with the fact that CRG is a UK-based body, and would therefore be 
concerned with creating a UK-centric profession. However, the majority of CRG’s 
member companies are multi-national corporations (MNCs) and CR is context-
specific, varying across and between countries (e.g. Wilson and Olsen, 2002; 
Chambers, 2003) according to the features and norms of the national business 
system (Moon, 2004) and the requirements of the institutional environment (Matten 
and Moon, 2004). If it went ahead with professionalisation, CRG would have to 
decide whether creating an international professional standard was feasible, and if 
not, how it would overcome the problem of dissonance between the countries that 
each member-company operates in. In doing so, CRG must be aware of the fact that 
successful professionalisation depends on the respective professional body’s “ability 
to achieve a definable basis of background knowledge and practice, plus a 
crystallization of the activities composing the occupational task” (Millerson, 1998, 
p.10, emphasis added).
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSION
The purpose of this paper was to inform CRG’s current period of ‘theorisation’ with 
regards to the professionalisation of CR. By outlining the various competing claims
on the issue, this report  aimed to come to a negotiated agreement to help establish 
the next steps that CRG should take in their pursuit of representing and furthering the 
case for CR accreditation and professionalisation, and indeed, whether they should 
pursue the subject at all (see: Greenwood et al., 2002). This has entailed specifying
whether practitioners believe there are current “organisational failings” in the absence 
of a professional community for CR (see Tolbert and Zucker, 1996, p.183). It is clear 
that practitioners believe that professionalisation does have the potential to contribute 
productively to the CR profession, and could be a process by which higher status for 
the CR practitioner is obtained, through its provision of a community of practice; 
establishment of a set of minimum requirements, and standardised competencies; 
definition and demarcation of the field; and elevation of this field of management
within the corporate world. Furthermore, if professionalisation were to take place, 
then CRG is the preferred body to assume the role of the professional body for CR. 
Practitioners generally believe that CRG has the resources and capabilities needed 
to perform this function, and in so doing, the body could help to define the quality of 
the profession (Harwood and Westgaard, 1993). This report has therefore gone 
some way towards justifying that a “solution or treatment” should and could be 
sought by CRG through the establishment of a professional body, and accreditation 
(see: Tolbert and Zucker, 1996, p.183). 
However, as well as specifying the advantages of professionalisation and 
justifying the consequential developments that should take place, achieving a social 
consensus regarding the idea’s pragmatic value is also imperative. 
Professionalisation will not acquire the legitimacy it needs to survive without 
widespread professional support (Harvey and Mason, 1995) and diffusion of the 
concept will occur “only if new ideas are compellingly presented as more appropriate 
than existing practices” (Greenwood et al., 2002, p.61). Due to the somewhat 
restricted sample used in this study, and the associated bias effects, as well as the 
various contradictory views and opinions expressed in the interviews, it is difficult to 
justifiably conclude that a social consensus on the issue has now been reached. In 
fact, there are several indications that a number of obstacles to professional support 
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and diffusion remain, and some wider issues, which involve both the structural and 
attitudinal prerequisites to a successful and cohesive profession (see: Becker, 1962; 
Hall, 1969), will need to be resolved before CRG can decide whether or not to pursue 
professionalisation. Firstly, given that qualifications are not, at present a prerequisite 
to a successful CR career, and that an academic approach to accreditation and 
certification is not held in high regard amongst members of the CR community, could 
other methods of achieving a consistency of approach and a set of professional 
standards be exploited? By employing a model of CPD, the appropriate 
competencies conveyed, would not only be more suitable to the schedule of a busy 
CR practitioner but may also have a greater potential to endow CR practitioners with 
an understanding of what is essential in order to reach improved levels of 
performance and excellence (Wilson, 2003). Secondly, can these findings be 
generalised to other countries, or indeed, the rest of the world? Certainly, as noted in 
the introduction, CR is a ‘dynamic phenomenon’ (e.g. Carroll, 1999), which is 
context-specific, varying across and between countries (e.g. Wilson and Olsen, 2002; 
Chambers, 2003). It might therefore be expected that other countries would not 
generate similar demand for a CR profession, or would approach CR from a different 
angle to a UK CR professional, according to the features and norms of the national 
business system (Moon, 2004) or the requirements of the institutional environment 
(Matten and Moon, 2004). Thirdly, can collaboration with a range of outside 
institutions, including several professional bodies in a series of inter-professional 
learning pursuits, as well as UKAS and the BSI, provide a justification for the 
developments that will need to take place and the time and money that will need to 
be spent, and help to define “what those aspects of good professional practice are, 
which professionalism requires” (Evetts, 1999, p.127)?
In order to answer these questions, and advance this investigation by 
accounting for some of the limitations of this study, CRG must embark on a more in-
depth and all-embracing feasibility study to examine the prospects of the 
professionalisation of CR. Some of the recommendations for what this study may 
include and take into account are outlined below.
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5.1. Recommendations for CRG’s next steps
1. Establish the precise reasons behind the current aversion to accredited 
professional standards, and investigate whether these impediments could be 
overcome.
2. Engage practitioners and subject-matter experts in an extensive debate in 
order to ascertain the precise form, features and content that a CR 
qualification and a CR profession could or should assume. 
3. Explore other means of certification in addition to explicitly academic 
qualifications.
4. Examine how Continuing Professional Development (CPD) could be 
achieved.
5. Engage a greater number of CR practitioners in exhaustive interviews, in 
order to determine whether CRG would be better-suited to collaboration with 
another organisation to become a joint professional body, and whether they 
should contract out certification to an educational institution, or oversee 
certification themselves.
6. Draw a significant proportion of this sample from outside of CRG, in order to 
control bias effects.
7. Contemplate the implications that a predominantly UK-centric CR qualification 
would have on CR professionals in Multi-National Corporations (MNCs). 
Discuss whether an international standard would be feasible.
8. Strengthen the relationship with the CIPD in order to form the bonds needed 
for inter-professional development and learning.
9. Explore the possibility of engaging with other professional bodies that have 
approached professionalisation from a different approach to that of the CIPD, 
in order to assess the pros and cons of other approaches.
10. Engage with UKAS and the BSI in order to ascertain the next steps for 
accreditation.
11. Throughout the process, keep CRG members informed about what is being 
investigated; what imperatives have been identified; what has been 
discovered; and the consequential developments that are taking place.
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Appendix 1
Professionalisation questions from CRG’s Annual Members Survey
1. What do you see as the most important issue facing CR practitioners today? 
(open ended)
2. How do you see the role of the CR practitioner changing in the next ten 
years? (open ended)
3. Do you think the management of Corporate Responsibility should be 
recognised as a distinct profession?
· Yes
· No
· Not sure
4. Would you welcome a professional body for Corporate Responsibility 
practitioners either within or separate from the Corporate Responsibility 
Group?
· Would welcome within CRG
· Would like to see a separate body
· Would like CRG to collaborate with another organisation
· Do not see the need for a professional body
· No opinion
5. In professionalising CR, an option might be to establish an accreditation 
process for CR practitioners. Which of the following standards would you say 
most closely reflects your views?
· I think accreditation is essential to give CR the status and recognition 
it deserves within business and organisations
· I think accreditation would enhance our professional standing but 
really isn’t essential for the future of the profession
· I think accreditation is unnecessary
· Not sure
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6. If CRG or another independent body were to establish a formal accreditation 
process, how interested would you be in seeking accreditation for yourself?
· Very interested
· Somewhat interested
· Not very interested
· Not at all interested
· Not sure
7. And finally, if accreditation were given to academic and training courses in 
CR, how interested would you be in such opportunities?
· Very interested
· Somewhat interested
· Not very interested
· Not at all interested
· Not sure
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Appendix 2
Interview Schedule
Preliminary discussion:
· Introduce self, background etc.
· Ensure interviewee understands the purpose of the interview and how the 
results of the discussion will be used – dissertation, basically scoping out the 
issue of professionalisation and accreditation, and members views, providing 
grounding for formal feasibility study.
· Discuss confidentiality: would the interviewee mind their name, company’s 
name and job title to be used in my report, or would they prefer me to 
maintain their anonymity? They can come back to this at the end if they wish. 
Sometimes want to hear questions first before they make a judgement. 
Guarantee that they do not have to give out any information that they do not 
want to, and if any question is too personal or they simply don’t want to 
answer it, that is fine.
· Ask whether the interviewee accepts to having the conversation recorded 
using a Dictaphone for the purpose of transcription.
· Explain how long the interview is likely to take – no longer than an hour. 
Accentuate that the actual length of the interview is entirely dependent on the 
interviewee, and how much detail they wish to go into when answering 
questions/whether they wish to have a wider discussion around the questions.
SECTION A: Background of the CR practitioner & their beliefs about CR 
qualifications and competencies: skills; knowledge and experience (Questions to be 
asked to CR members/board members)
1. Can you tell me a little bit about your company/organisation: the number of 
people that work for the company worldwide, its turnover, and the nature of its 
main area of business?
2. What is your job title and what is the level of the individual to whom you 
immediately report? How many levels away from board level do you report?
3. How long have you been working in CR?
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4. What was your background prior to working in CR, or have you always 
worked in this field?
5. Can you tell me what competencies you feel you, as a CR practitioner, are 
required to demonstrate in your line of work? (Include the various skills, 
knowledge and experience you feel is currently required of you)
6. Do you have any relevant CR qualifications?
7. Do you have any other qualifications?
8. Do you think the qualifications you have identified reflect a 
proficiency/aptitude in the field of CR?
9. Are you involved in the recruitment process within the CR department of your 
company? If so, what qualifications, skills, knowledge and experience do you 
look for in potential CR candidates; what factors/characteristics make you hire 
someone? If you’re not involved in this process, what do you think would be 
important to you? Why?
10. What do you see as the most important issue facing CR practitioners today? 
Do you think if more people made use of the qualifications and competencies 
that you mentioned previously, this issue would be 
alleviated/helped/encouraged/…? (depending on issue). 
11. What are the CR challenges that your company is likely to face in the next 
few years, and what are the implications for the competencies you will require 
of your staff in order to cope with this? Do you think individuals with certain 
qualifications will be more likely to overcome these challenges?
12. Do you think competency comes from qualifications or more hands-on 
experience? Why do you think this?
SECTION B: The demand for CR to be recognised a profession amongst CR 
employers and employees (Questions to be asked to CR members/board members)
13. How would you define professionalisation? 
14. How would you define accreditation?
From now on, when I mention professionalisation or accreditation, this is what 
I’ll be referring to: (give my definitions)
15. Do you think the management of Corporate Responsibility should be 
recognised as a distinct profession? Why?
16. Would you welcome a professional body for Corporate Responsibility 
practitioners (whether within or separate from the Corporate Responsibility 
Group)? Why?
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17. In professionalising CR, an option might be to establish an accreditation 
process for CR practitioners. What are your views on this? How necessary do 
you think this is to give CR the status and recognition it deserves?
18. CR practitioners are currently drawn from a number of different disciplines. 
How important do you think a common accreditation system would be in order 
to define the skills/competencies needed to pursue a career in CR?
19. CR practitioners’ roles and responsibilities are currently complex and varied. 
Would an accreditation system to broadly define the concept of CR be useful?
20. If CRG or another independent body were to establish a formal accreditation 
process, how interested would you be in seeking accreditation for yourself?
21. If accreditation was given to academic and training courses in CR, how 
interested would you be in such opportunities?
22. Do you believe these opportunities might help develop some of the key skills 
that CR practitioners should be able to demonstrate?
23. Do you think accreditation (which will inevitably employ the use of 
performance indicators), will support a one-size-fits-all approach to CR? 
Could it reduce CR to a box-ticking process?
SECTION C: How can accreditation be pursued and what are the implications of 
professionalisation? (Questions to be asked to established professional bodies and 
accreditation organisations)
24. How would you/your organisation define professionalisation?
25. How would you/your organisation define accreditation?
26. If CRG were to pursue the formation of a professional body and establish an 
accreditation process for CR practitioners, what type of learning or advice or 
tips could you offer?
27. What are the pros and cons of seeking accreditation?
28. What common issues/problems/complaints arise during or after the process 
of accreditation for those employed in the field that is being professionalised?
29. What common issues/problems/complaints arise during or after the process 
of accreditation for the market: those that use/receive/are affected by the 
services that come from the field that is being professionalised?
30. What are the benefits of accreditation for those employed in the field that is 
being professionalised?
31. What are the benefits of accreditation for the market: those that 
use/receive/are affected by the services that come from the field that is being 
professionalised?
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SECTION D: What would you like CRG to do next? (Questions to be asked to all 
participating interviewees)
32. If a professional body was to be set up for Corporate Responsibility 
Practitioners, would you welcome it if it was within CRG, would you prefer it to 
be separate from CRG, would you like CRG to collaborate with another 
organisation, or do you not see the need for a professional body? Give 
reasons for your answer (if not already stated in the previous section)
33. Would you like CRG to set up a formal accreditation service, would you prefer 
another independent body to do so, or do you not see any need for a formal 
accreditation service? Give reasons for your answer (if not already stated in 
the previous section)
34. If accreditation were given to academic and training courses in CR, would you 
like CRG to be the body to do this, would you prefer another body to do it, or 
do you see no need for this? Give reasons for your answer (if not already 
stated in the previous section)
35. Do you think both a formal accreditation service and accrediting academic 
and training courses are needed, or do you think CRG should just pursue one 
of these routes? Why? (Ignore if already stated that don’t think either of these 
options are needed)
36. How important do you think the pursuit of professionalisation and 
accreditation should be to CRG? Are there more pressing issues that they 
should be concentrating on?
37. What would you like to see CRG accomplish within the next 5 years? 
38. Any other questions?
Additional questions for the CIPD
39. How would you/your organisation define professionalisation?
40. How would you/your organisation define accreditation?
41. Are there any common issues/problems/complaints which arise during or after 
the process of accreditation from those employed in the field that is being 
professionalised?
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42. Are there any common issues/problems/complaints which arise during or after 
the process of accreditation for the market (those that use/receive/are 
affected by the services that come from the field that is being 
professionalised)?
43. What are the benefits of accreditation for those employed in the field that is 
being professionalised?
44. What are the benefits of accreditation for the market (those that 
use/receive/are affected by the services that come from the field that is being 
professionalised?
45. Do you think professionalisation and accreditation are important in order to 
give your profession the status it deserves?
46. Do you think professionalisation and accreditation are important in order to 
define the core skills and competencies needed in order to pursue a career in 
your profession?
47. Do you think accreditation supports a one-size-fits-all approach to your 
profession? Could it reduce it to a box-ticking process?
48. Are there any other pros and cons of seeking accreditation which haven’t 
already been mentioned?
49. If CRG were to pursue the formation of a professional body and establish an 
accreditation process for CR practitioners, what type of learning or advice or 
tips could you offer?
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Appendix 3
An example of a page from one of the interview transcripts
INT: In professionalising corporate responsibility, one option that the Corporate 
Responsibility Group has discussed is to establish a process of accreditation
for the CR practitioner, like we discussed before [mm hmm].  Do you think 
this could be a necessary step in giving corporate responsibility the status 
and recognition it deserves?
RES: I don’t think it’s a necessary step because I think CR is recognised as 
valuable nowadays.  I think it’s certainly a lot ... it’s got a much higher profile 
and is understood by business a lot more to be valuable.  I think it’s more 
from a personal development perspective that having accreditation gives 
individuals something to work towards.  And it also allows us to look at 
what’s the ground of what’s best practice and what we should be aiming to 
and working towards.  So [mm hmm] I think I probably see it as more of a 
personal thing rather than actually for CSR or CR itself because I think that’s 
developing quite swiftly into, well certainly from my perspective here 
anyway, it’s recognised quite widely.
INT: Yes.  And according to other interviewees, one reason why this personal 
development thing is so important for a lot of CR practitioners is because 
they’re drawn from a number of difference disciplines at the moment [yes].  
Do you think an accreditation system would be a good idea to define the 
skills and competencies needed to pursue a career in CR so that everyone’s 
on a sort of level playing field?  Do you agree with that?
RES: Yes I think also just establishing really what exactly it is.  A lot of people 
don’t really understand what CR is and [mm hmm] I know from myself, 
coming from different backgrounds has been really great to sort of get a 
qualification in it to say oh I am, I have been recognised [yes] for working
and have the right competencies.  I think yes, that’s true.
INT: Okay.  If CRG or another independent body were to establish a formal 
accreditation process then, would you be interested in seeking this 
accreditation for yourself?
RES: If they didn’t charge too much, yes.
INT: And if they were to give accreditation to academic and training courses, 
would you be interested in those sorts of opportunities?
RES: Yes I think so as well, yes.
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Appendix 4
Learning from a best-practice case study; issues and advice
Issue Advice
A professional body needs to question 
where it is getting its money from, and 
whether its members are financially 
capable of supporting the professional 
body through their subscriptions.
The CIPD is currently on a drive to recruit 
more company members, by marketing 
the fact that they have a lot of valuable 
research evidence that they can share 
with them.
The CIPD conferences and courses, 
which are also open to non-members, 
also add to their income.
Don’t neglect the students, because they 
produce a lot of income through book 
sales etc.
It will be difficult to define what 
constitutes an effective CR practitioner
“Don’t try and reinvent the wheel and 
look to people who can help”. That 
means other professional bodies; the 
most committed members of CRG; and 
academic institutions, all of whom can 
add their own varying perspectives on 
the situation.
There will some initial resistance to the 
creation and preservation of professional 
standards.
This is just an issue of time; “you rely on 
the market to begin to exert pressures on 
people to take them seriously”. However, 
the institute can help accelerate this 
process, by acting as a marketing body 
for the profession to let people know that 
“we have a body of knowledge that is 
evidence based and adds value in a 
business…We’ve got something that 
other people don’t have, we know how it 
works”.
Many middle or senior management 
professionals tend to break contact with 
the professional institute after several 
years experience, believing that they can 
no longer learn a lot from them
CIPD work hard to earn and retain the 
confidence of its senior members through 
strategies such as the creation of 
networks for seniors, in which they “talk 
the same language and don’t have to feel 
like they’re playing at kindergarten 
again”.
A professional body will only prosper if it 
has a “depth of perspective”
“Think about the different parts of the 
market you’re looking at…see if you can 
get some wider business profile so you’re 
not just a niche group…Try and find 
someone to be president or Chair who’s 
not just a CR person but someone who 
understands your enthusiasms, but is 
actually a CEO somewhere…who is 
quite well-connected politically and who 
will give you a depth of perspective that 
your own people might struggle to give 
you”
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Appendix 5
A summary of interviewees’ and survey respondents’ suggested positive and 
negative implications of professionalisation for CR practitioners and the CR 
profession as a whole.
Positive implications Negative implications
-Adds an element of commonality across 
the profession, so that employers and 
customers know what to look for, and 
what to expect when employing the 
services of a practitioner.
-Builds on practical experience, by 
conferring common understanding 
backed up with evidence from the 
relevant literature; research and case 
studies.
-Increases opportunities for sharing 
knowledge, case-studies and best 
practice; promotes the feel of a ‘CR 
community’.
-Improves links with other professional 
bodies that could help in professional 
development.
-Involved with standard benchmarks from 
which to judge competencies. This 
means that: 
a) There are no statutory barriers to entry 
for anyone pursuing a career in CR: you 
either possess the competencies 
(provided by certification), or you don’t.
This increases the diversity of the 
professionals that make up the discipline, 
as they are able to attain certification 
regardless of their background.
b) Acts as proof that professionals have 
a standard body of knowledge that is 
evidence-based and adds value to 
business; verifies and validates the 
profession; adds an element of 
credibility.
c) Gives CR professionals a license to 
operate- they have something that other 
practitioners do not; ensures that inferior 
quality resources are utilised less 
d) Gives practitioners something to aim 
for and work towards; prevents them 
from becoming complacent, careless or 
uninformed.
CONTINUED OVERLEAF
-CRG is a UK-based institution and the 
majority of its members are multi-national 
companies. Therefore, CRG may not be 
able to cope with the various business 
systems and CR regimes.
-Similarly, CR professionals are not a 
homogenous group, but differ widely in 
speciality and background. Equally, the 
CR profession itself is diverse and 
indefinable. This means that: 
a) There are already onerous 
requirements for accreditation that some 
practitioners will be involved in via their 
source professional bodies from which 
they entered the discipline, and therefore 
may be unable or unwilling to take on an 
‘all-encompassing’ CR qualification which 
increases administrative burdens and will 
not add value. 
b) Some practitioners may be forced to 
gain an understanding of, or take 
modules in, aspects of CR which are 
irrelevant to their role, thus wasting their 
time and effort. It would be significant for 
there to be a professional standard 
based around a corporate approach to 
the environment for example, but the 
concept would be slightly foggier if it was 
pursued for CR as a whole. 
c) It could lead to a loss of diversity, with 
all practitioners homogenised to the 
same areas of expertise and ways of 
thinking about things; one of CR’s 
present strengths is that a team of 
practitioners will bring different strengths 
and attributes to the table, and this might 
be lost with accreditation
d) It would be almost impossible to define 
the body of knowledge that a CR 
profession should be based on.
e) It would be almost impossible to define 
what the CR profession means or stands 
for.
CONTINUED OVERLEAF
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e) Because CR practitioners are currently 
from different disciplines, it is impossible 
to accumulate all of the diverse 
competencies and skillsets needed from 
the current ‘CR pool’. Having one 
standard benchmark would dispose of 
this problem, as everyone would be 
expected to have the necessary skillset.
-Represents a positive response to 
current market pressures that are 
demanding that practitioners have 
reached a certain standard and have a 
common set of competencies. Employers 
and customers alike are beginning to 
expect this; eventually every prospective 
employee is likely to be asked, ‘Are you 
CR qualified?’
-Elevates CR’s status in the corporate 
world, helping it to be taken more 
seriously; could lead to it being perceived 
as less of a ‘wishy-washy’ discipline and 
more as an imperative for a successful 
business.
-Divests CR of the condemnation that it 
is merely targetted marketing, PR or 
‘greenwashing’, and other abuses of the 
profession.
-At present, much practitioner 
development is based around specific 
acquisition of knowledge sets, provided 
by CR conferences and programmes. 
However, accreditation could provide 
access to softer skills, such as 
communication, influencing and 
engaging, as well as knowledge such as 
the underlying theory of the organisation 
and organisational change.
-Helps to provide CR with an articulate 
and consistent definition; increased 
understanding of exactly what CR is and 
what it involves.
-Elucidates commitments to several 
goals, and ensures that practitioners 
stick to them.
CONTINUED OVERLEAF
f) The breadth of the agenda denotes 
that every single issue can not be 
addressed, so it would be important to 
focus on a few that are aligned with 
organisational strategy. However, every 
organisation has differing strategies and 
objectives, and being selective and 
realistic about what can be achieved will 
simply lead to a disintegration of the 
consistency and cohesiveness of the 
profession.
g) CR needs flexibility to be able to work 
properly and be relevant to all industries. 
However, it would be difficult to find the 
balance between flexibility and 
professionalisation, which implies that 
‘we’re all singing from the same hymn 
sheet’.
-Senior CR professionals, or 
professionals that have been in the field 
for a long time are particularly 
apprehensive about what a professional 
body, and set of professional standards 
could actually do for them. They feel their 
experience is enough and they have 
nothing left to prove. Accrediting CR 
would add an unwanted and 
unnecessary hurdle to professional 
development.
-Professionalisation would encourage the 
detachment of CR, causing people to 
treat it as a distinct entity within business. 
Instead, the integration of CR within 
mainstream business activity should be 
encouraged; it should be embedded 
within every member of the 
organisation’s skillset, not confined to 
one department; accreditation is a 
counter-intuitive proposal to embedding 
responsible business practice into 
professional conduct.
-Professional standards would be unable 
to keep up with developments in CR due 
to its continuous evolution and 
changeability.
CONTINUED OVERLEAF
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-Facilitates the measuring and 
definitional aspects of the discipline, by 
clarifying common methods and 
measurement techniques.
-Assists in CR recruitment; employers 
would know employees had the right 
skillset, and dedication, that they were 
serious about the role and had been on a 
‘journey’ to get there.
-Improves CR practitioners’ salaries and 
the way they are recompensed; could be 
recognised in the same way as a lawyer 
or an accountant, whereby salaries are 
benchmarked within a company.
-Professional standards might help 
corporations to get a better return on 
investment.
-There is a cost associated with 
professionalisation, which many 
companies may not be equipped, or 
willing to, invest in. It would be easier 
and more effective to form a competency 
framework for CR without going down the 
accreditation route.
-Could be a distraction from getting on 
and ‘doing’ CR.
-If a competency framework were to 
resemble the one designed by the CSR 
Academy, then the professionalisation of 
CR would take on a ‘one size fits all’, 
‘box ticking’ approach which would be 
bad for the status of CR and would do 
nothing to elevate its status.
